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FIRST LETTER ON DRUMMONDITE 
EVOLUTION, 


(Zo the Editor of the Christian Citizen. ) 


JULY, 1894. 


Sir,—As many believers on the Lord Jesus are pained by 
professedly religious teachers propounding the horrific dogma: 
Man is of brute origin, and that in particular Professor 
Drummond afflicts the Community by sending forth a volume 
of such grievous errors [ am anxious to present a few thoughts 
to your constituents thereupon, intending subsequently to 
analyse his book, giving exact quotations, and show their in- 
accuracy and inapplicability of the language used to the 
subject he writes upon. In this preliminary letter I merely 
offer a few thoughts on this topic in a general form, adding 
thereto my unanswered communication to the Glasgow 
Herald, May 30th, 1894. 

Let us reason on the title, ‘‘The Ascent of Man.” Could 
man ascend until he was? If he then begs the question by 
assuming man, how can he state his development? Say 
Professor Drummond means that his book shows how brutes 
were evolved from sea slime (protoplasm) into humanity, 
why not intimate that? Because that would spoil the show, 
would be like opening the door of a fever ward. Now ascend- 
ing is pleasant and improvement honourable, so then, he uses 
a pleasing but illusive title. As the Adam of God was veiled 
under the /ides cf sacrificed animals, the Primeval man of 
Professor Drummond is veiled under innumerable and un- 
known animals, so Jetting us into nature’s secrets by obscure 
technicalities and vague generalities, whereby simple persons 
put down his book, impressed with the belief they have 
learned something, whereas analysis demonstrates they are 
simply deceived. 

So far as humanity is concerned, and God’s economy 
concerned, the end He had in view when Adam was made in 
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the divine likeness was the resurrection, the reinstating of 
redeemed humanity in the similitude of the last Adam. 
That is heavenly teleology. To discover how long the mak- 
ing of the First Man tcok, enquire how n.uch time will be 
occupied in the Resurrection of man. The answer is easy 
to hand—an atom of time, an instant, a period too short for 
creature cognizance, Ifthe Almighty re-makes our race ina 
period too brief for notice, how long would He occupy in 
making the Seed man, when an instant sufficed to reap the 
Human Harvest? The Lord rested in His satisfaction when 
Adam stood in Eden. If that sabbatism was not until he 
was evclved from sea slime He would wait immeasurably 
longer for His, than the Church for her Millennium. Luke 
iii. gives the genealogy of man and the Son of Man. There 
man is presented in unsurpassable honour, a point beyond 
which no thought of angel or man can soar, for we speak of 
the God-man. At one end of his ladder he has the Lord 
Jesus, at the other “ Adam which was the Son of God.” 
Change the bottom word into: Adam which was the son 
of a gorilla. Does not that degrade every ancestor of the 
Lord? Is He not included in that degradation? There is 
only one Book on the earth expressing merit by genealogies 
and family salvation. Did not God say to Moses: “I am 
the God of Amram, of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob?” 
Are not the unbelieving Jews loved for the sake of the 
Patriarchs? Is not the same principle involved in despising 
Jesus being derived froma beast? Say this over slowly : 
From the monkey-man to the God-man is forty-two gener- 
ations. Who having a Christian conscience, to say nothing 
of reciprucal love to Him who washed us from our sins in 
His own blood, does not feel he has blasphemed his Lord, 
sinks below Peter when he denied Him ?— But neither evol- 
utionists nor novelists ever fancied so strange an event as 
God building Eve out of Adam, the foundation of marriage 
and sacred spring of family life. Make her the offspring of 
a pair of brutes, a savage fresh from the jungle and is she 
not degraded in contrast with Chavah to whom God spoke in 
Paradise? But she was no more of Godly origin than he. 
Science teaches that like begets like, but Professor Drum- 
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mond that a beast gave birth to the Matriarch of our race. 
Who compares the genealogy of the nobly born with the 
pedigree of a champion dog? Oa Drummond principles the 
pedigree is as much superior to the genealogy as electric 
light to candles. Surely he thinks men foolish, or is. 


* PROFESSOR DRUMMOND’S PREFACE.”’ 
52 Jane Street, May 28, 1894. 

Sir,—More than half a century since, in an interval between 
Yessons from the text of ‘* Bonnycastle’s Algebra,” I read the preface 
of an early edition to his work. Nothing of a similar kinc had 
affected my mind so much. There was an air of pure intellectuality 
and unaffected superiority in every sentence, the whole being present- 
ed in a form elegant and yet simple. Thereafter I rarely allowed my 
‘curiosity as to either subject or author to drive me beyond the preface 
of a book, so that, by a long acquired taste, I watch intently an author 
introducing himself and then his subject—letting me know who he is, 
why he wrote, what he has written. -Then and therefrom I was taught 
that grammatical laws are democratic and exacting, demanding from 
peer and peasant alike accuracy of expression, without which elegance 
of style is unattainable. Being naturally interested in all studies that 
tend to throw light on man’s origin, history, or future, I invested in 
Professor Drummond’s last work on the ‘‘ Ascent of Man,”’ expecting 
a rhetorical treat, though I doubted whether his previously announced 
views would prove palatable, but was half wrong, for, to me, his preface 
is unworthy of the man, the subject, or the age, not reaching the 
altitude of classic expression which his known scholarship gives a right 
to demand. Allow me to quote a portion of it, and show what I take 
to be grave defects as to conception and composition :—‘‘ In these 
‘pages an attempt is made to tell ‘in a plain way’ a few things which 
science is now seeing with regard to the Ascent of Man.” Our author 
promises to be plain, but directly adds—“‘ Science is now seeing.”’ 
What can science see? There is no mental vision except in a person. 
‘Let me say theology sees, &c., will not a listener rejoin, He means 
theologians? But if the defence is, It is here used, figuratively speak- 
‘ing, for scientists, the reply is twofold, First, why personify when 
literal language is appropriate to the subject, and science dves not in- 
dulge so quickly in that style? Second, is it true that scientists so see? 
Should he not qualify by some? whereas it is made absolute. The 
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Professor’s next sentence astounds. ‘‘ Whether these seeings are 
there at ad/is another matter,” That expletive would not be in a 
telegram. Where is the fpromised plainness in ‘‘ these seeings ? 
Does he mean observed phenomena? Impossible, for then were they 
visible upon which visibility our author projects doubt. After that, this: 
puzzle descends into a frightfully deep place—‘‘ But, even if visions, 
every thinking mind, through whatever medium, should look at them.” 
How, when it is uncertain whether ‘‘ these things are there at all?” 
Does not ‘‘ visions” suggest that scientists are visionaries? I was 
under the impression that when these specialists weeded their garden, 
visions were jerked over the boundary into the orthodox plot where we 
old fogies are allowed to see visions and Y.M.C.A. members dream 
dreams. The Professor exhorts us to look at them though they be 
merely visions. Few will respond to his solicitation, some holding life 
to be too bustling and matter-of-fact, while others view it as too sacred 
and short to waste upon phantoms and visions. When that our 
author personified Science and made her see, he proceeds to make her 
talk. ‘‘ What Science has to say about /imself is of transcendent. 
interest to Man, and the practical bearings of this theme are coming to. 
be more vital than any on the field of knowledge.” He makes the 
Drummondite Adam a pronoun ‘‘ himself.” Any pupil teacher under 
exam, would render that thus—What scientific authorities say about 
Man shouldte of transcendent interest to him, as the practical bearing 
of this theme make it of more importance than any other in the entire 
circle of the sciences, is use of vital is objectionable, as it will not 
take more or /ess to qualify it, meaning living. But make it from what 
it isin that connection, an adjective, into a noun, and then it is untrue 
as to fact, for speculations as to man’s origin are less important than 
astronomy, chemistiy, mechanics, electricity, &c., which revolutionise 
the world and affect every civilised being, whereas society relegates our 
author’s pet study to essay writers, debating societies, and coteries of 
philosophers. Ialso quote “Though its standpoint is Evolutiom 
and its subject Man, this book is far from being designed to prove that. 
Man has relations, compromising or otherwise, with lower animals.” 
Now, as to compromising relationships. We cannot be compromised - 
save by our ownact. Ifnature unites me to the ape am I to blame? - 
Does nature err? There are more of that type to follow and worse. 
Howkeit I must content myself with trotting out our author’s semi~ 
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savage.and:merely nod at him. The Professor assures me he is want- 
ing in potentialities of humanity. Seeing /e or 7¢—I know not which 
to say—was developed from a brute to a semi-savage, being at length 
in a demi-human condition and yet not possessing even in the latent 
form mental and moral powers, I fancy I will keep the tenth command- 
ment on zts or his or her account. I might lapse into coveting my. 
neighbour’s wife, but I hope to be kept from coveting neighbour 
Drummond’s semi-savage. The Professor has many Glasgow friends 
and deservedly. Should one of these think I play Zoilus to his Homer, 
pray let him have an opportunity of defence by showing my remarks are 
not critical but cynical.—I am, &c., H.-A 2LONG: 





ANALYSIS. OF CHAPTER Ii. 
OF “ THE ASCENT OF MAN,” 


““ Why was Evolution the Method Chosen?” 
Avaust, 1894. 


‘OnE seldom-raised yet not merely curious question of Evolutiom 
is, why the process should be an evolution at all? If Fvolution is. 
simply a method of Creation why was this very extraordinary method 
chosen? Creation zout d’ un coup MIGHT have produced the same: 
result, an instantaneous act or an age-long process would both have: 
given us the world as it is? The answer of szodern natural theology 
has been that the evolutionary method is the infinitely nobler scheme.. 
A spectacular act, it is said, savours of the magician. Asa mere ex- 
hibition of power it appeals to the lower nature ; but a process of growth 
suggests to 7he reason the work of an intelligent mind. No doubt this 
intellectual gain is real. While a catastrophe puts the z7z7verse to con- 
fusion at the start, a gradual rise makes the beginning of nature 
harmonious with its ezd,” 

Let us now revise this quotation from the grammatical 
point of view and then review it as an alternative to the 
Mosaic account of cosmogony. The Professor's third 
sentence terminates with? whereas it is a two-fold affirm- 
ation. His might should be would, and his both ought 
to be either, for a dualism of worlds is a queer outlook. 
Then recent should take the place of modern. What 
did the theologians of the Reformation know about these 
out-sweepings of Professor Drummond’s study? And 
then the honest expression of natural theology is a certaim 
school of natural theologians, as the form in which presented 
implies all theologians of the current period do soteach, besides 
theology cannot answer questions. Thereafter has been 
should be is. We demand the omission of it is said, as it 
is merely a veil for moral cowardice. The author heing a 
professed Christian, dare not insult Christ who raised 
Lazarus, by virtually calling Him a thaumaturgus, a mere 
wonder worker, which must be his reasoning being 
reasonable. Process of growth would be better growth which 
can be only a process, and the should either be left out, or 
our take its place. Moreover as mind is necessarily intelli- 
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gent, instead of an intelligent mind substitute intelligence. 
Inasmuch as the expression “No doubt this intellectual 
gain is real,” assumes what is to be proved, it would read 
more logically—And this is, so far, an intellectual gain. 
Instead of wniverse read mundane system, the text being too 
big. nd is ambiguous, as we cannot tell whether it is 
used in the sense of finality or intention. If Nature means 
God, then end is used with the force of purpose, but Nature 
may here signify systematic growth. 

Professor Drummond has achieved a reputation forscholar- 
ship that it would be contemptibletoassail. Myforgoneanalysis 
is given to show that his undertaking to prove “‘ Genesis ” is 
mythical, placed him ina position of mental perturbation 
fatal to his high thought average: hence, he found it hard 
to navigate his craft. How was he to satisfy his new allies 
the Agnostics, Pantheists and Materialists, without disgust- 
ing utterly and forever believers in Revelation? At this 
point he claims our sympathy as running with the biblical 
hare and holding with the sceptical hounds is trying to the 
flesh. We now address ourselves not to the inferior subject 
of expression, but to the superior one of thought. 

‘‘Why was Evolution the method chosen ?” 

Implies that God chose this system preferentially to 
Creation at a stroke. He chooses apparently, seemingly, 
but actually never. Choosing one rather than another in- 
volves divine doubt where dubiety there can be none. 

‘‘ God is light and in Him there is no darkness.” 

Light does not feel its way, is no groper, but a manifester. 
There was but one way for Elohim—the right. Say He 
might have made things in another way is saying God 
might have improved upon Himself, 

Professor Drummond states his preference for gradual 
creation. Pure reason teaches that postulating a Creator, He 
could not create gradually. A thing is oris not and can only 
pass from is nof to is suddenly, ‘Take the first man. There 
must have been a time when he was not followed by a 
time when he was. This is true whether he was created or 
evolved. Imagine you see a pre-Adamic wild beast give 
birth to a human baby—there is your primeval man as 
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suddenly produced as an egg is laid. When the Son of 
Man healed the maimed, stilled the storm or raised Lazarus 
which would appeal to more wise admiration His doing so 
gradually or instantly? Life can only come suddenly for 
anything is either dead or living. Oblige by thinking of a 
gradual resurrection of Abel. If God will raise all human 
beings instantaneously at last, why not at first? On the 
philosophy of Professor Drummend it will be infinitely more 
noble that the resurrection should be not an act, but a pro- 
cess. According to him millions of years were occupied in 
man’s evolution, then what time will be occupied in resur- 
rection seeing that growth is scientific while suddenness is 
vulgar? No creature saw the Creator make man, for so the 
Son of Man emphatically teaches, John v. 19, 20. Nay, no 
creature sees his great Creator make anything, merely seeing 
when it is made. The clever and strong work quickly which 
logically ultimates in this, when Elohim made any animal 
He made it in an atom of time, in a period too short for 
creature cognition, History is social growth, and must be 
slow as is tree growth. Now familiarity with growth being 
projected into the genesis of things plunges the thinker 
into error, for they must be before they come. ‘The only 
‘be that does not become is the I Am, the Lord God. I 
accuse Professor Drummond of cowardice and drivel when 
writing : 
“A spectacular act, it is said, savours of the magician.” 


As there could be no spectacle without a spectator, his 
magician is located in an absurd vacuum. 

‘* A catastrophe puts the universe into confusion!” 

When the Andes raised their awful peaks was the universe 
thrown into chaos? How then would God suddenly making 
Adam do it? What would be disturbed? Then our author 
relieves and confirms himself by quoting Darwin : 


‘¢ There is a grandeur in the evolutionary view of life, with its 
several powers having been originally breathed by the Creator z7Zo @ 
Jew forms or into one; and that whilst this planet has gone cycling on, 
according to the fixed law of gravity, from so simple a beginning end- 
less forms most beautiful and most wonderful have been, and are being 
evolved.” 


Wwe 


Professor Drummond thereat parts company with Moses 
who told him that God inspired Adam net albumen, sea 
slime, protoplasm, and is ravished by seeing plants and 
animals rising out of the ocean, Aphrodite like ; but Darwin’s 
mew disciple is a backslider and cries aloud— 


‘¢ A Vision—for evolution is after all a Vision !”’ 


Thereafter he plucks up courage enough to jerk a little 
dirt at the son of Amram: 

“ But can ez (that) zztellectual answer satisfy us any more than the 
mechanical answer it replaced?” 

We summons Darwin and Moses into court and cross 
‘examine them, the outcome of which is Darwin does not 
know how many forms were inspired nor what, and as 
ignorance cannot be scvence, his testimony is unscientific 
however learned he may be. But Moses testifies by the 
inspiration of Omni-science that ‘‘In the beginning God 
created,” not evolved. Then Professor Drummond queries : 

“‘Can we perceive no high design zz selecting this particular 
design ?” 

Reader, supply the word that ought to follow «i. 
Dees that not reduce some One to the level of a lady out 
shopping at her draper’s? After degrading One he exalts’ 
another : 


‘* Whenever the scheme was planned, it must have been foreseen 
that the time would come when the directing of part of the course 
of Evolution would pass into the hands of Man,” 


Christians would say when God would utilise man, or 
something equivalent, but Professor Drummond puts it 
as though the firm took in a new partner. Nor is 
this unjust comment, for there directly follows : 


“‘ Nature meant him to become a partner in her task, and share the 
responsibility of tke closing acts.” 


Surely Nature stands for God wherefrom it follows that 
man is to share the responsibility of God. 

Here we sadly need information. (A) To whom is He 
xesponsible? (B) What are those closing acts? Let us 
hope they will not be catastrophies that put the universe to 
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confusion. After deriving man from a wild beast he gives 
him something to do, ¢-9., 

“Tt is not given to him as yet to bind the sweet influences of 
Pleiades, or 10 unloose the bands of Oricon. In part only can he 
make the winds and waves okey him or control] the falling rain. But 
in larger part he holds the dominion of the world of lower life. He 
exterminates what he pleases ; he creates and destroys; he changes ; 
he evolves; his selection replaces natural selection ; he replenishes the 
earth with plants and animals according to his will,” 

If Nebuchadnezzar does not now take a back seat at 
Professor Drummond’s show he must be policed into one. 
Where our author has: “control the falling rain,” he 
should have the fall of rain, for no man thinks, except. 
Professor Drummond, he can control the rain when failing. 
If possible this is worse: 

‘To make nature spell out her own career, to embody the key to 
the development (of what? H. A. L.) inthe very development itself, so 
that the key might be handed over along with the work, was to make 
the transference of responsibility possible and rational.” 

After the offspring of a quadruped has done a little business 
among the Pleiades, he descends to earth and One transfers. 
His responsibility. What a relief that must be. We reach 
the climax of this blend of Gartnavel and Gilmorehill here : 

““The past of Nature isa working model of how worlds can be 
made. The probabilities are there is no better way of making them. 
If man does as well it wili be enough.” 

Chapter IIT. can never be called commonplace, as it derives: 
bimana from quadrumana, man from the monkey, and then 
educates him till he regulates the stars in Orion, and after 
that brings him through his standards until he is man 
enough to make worlds! Nay, I apologise. Professor 
Drummond descends to the nadir of the veriest Yankee 
fustian when he presents the Almighty transferring respon- 
sibility to man. Nature cannot be responsible. Nothing 
less than a person can be amenable to authority, and the 
only two persons this chapter presents are God and man, One 
ef whom transfers His responsibility to the other. 


REVIEW OF THE DRUMMONDITE 
INDEFENSIBLES, 


SEPTEMBER, 1894. 


Our grandfathers occasionally rubbed glasses, the better 
to read in their weekly of some military aristocrat reviewing: 
‘The Fensibles,” as we have Boys’ Brigades reviewed and 
Yeomanry under official inspection. My view of the: 
Drummondite Indefensibles will be less spectacular, less 
sensational, but not necessarily less useful than the reviews. 
of a hundred years ago. I shall order no ineffective citizen 
soldier to the rear without an appeal to a jury empannelled 
of unprejudiced readers. The glory of God is justice, and 
human wisdom is to be ike Him—just. With that preamble: 
I introduce 


‘‘ The Ascent cf Man,” at pages 4, 5, 8, 9, and 15. 


ig 4. ‘* Evolution is the (hi)story of creation told by those who know 
it best.”’ 

There can be no history of creation. History gives a. 
narrative of how things were done, brought about, but. 
Moses only tells facts, not processes. Does: ‘And God 
said, Let there be light; and there was light ;” tell how 
light was created? And the scientist follows Moses. When 
we point at tin and ask the learned to give its history, he- 
replies, ‘I know nothing of the origin of metals. I tell in 
what strata they first appear, their properties when found, 
but know no more about the origin of tin than a cabman.”” 
Then what becomes of the history of creation? The man 
is not born who can give the history of even a herring. 
All we can do is to tell something about what we have, but 
nothing about how we originally get it. Strictly speaking = 
‘In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth,” 
is not history, and yet is the only one possible. It merely 
states facts, not processes, which latter is of the essence of 
history. Here is a new thing in the earth, a Christian 
Professor talking of men telling the story of creation!!! 
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p. 5. ‘‘It is true, before the story can be fully told, centuries must 
yass. At present there is not a chapter of the record that is wholly 
finished. The manuscript is already worn with erasures, the aries is 
-often blurred, the very language is uncouth and strange.” 

That means those who best know it will tell us in 
unknown centuries. Why did Professor Drummond not 
stop till then before writing? But with profound reverence 
I say, God cannot tell that story it being unlawful to utter 
it, as no creature can receive the account any more than 
infants can understand that puzzle of diplomatists—the 
“Corean Question. 

p. 9. ‘* Evolution is after all a vision.” 


Then Professor Drummond must be a visionary. In six 
fateful words he condenses evolution into a scientific Jonah, 
and pitches him into Mare Malorum. 

p. 15. ‘* But it is not so much in ignoring Man that evolutionary 
»philosophy has gone astray ; for of that error it has seriously begun to 


repent. What we have now to charge against it is that it has misread 
Nature herself.” 


Cut bono, why dredge up that wretched Jonah with the 
‘rummondite millstone of repudiation about his neck to 
tell him he misread nature? Evolution so doing, how is 
“The history of creation told by those who know it?” How 
‘then can ‘The Ascent of Man” satisfy, even when supple- 
mented by the prophetic assurance the history will conclude 
‘in coming centuries? The Professor confesses to ‘“ erasures,” 
“‘blurred,” “only a theory,” “all a vision,” ‘! misread 
Nature,” and after that coolly says, “‘To be continued.” 
May I not order privates 4, 5, 8, 9, and 15, to the rear as 
they are of no use at the front ? 

. 41. ‘* Specialism is disastrous to philosophy. The men who in 
field and laboratory are working out the facts do not speculate. Content 
with slowly building up the sum of actual knowledge in some 
neglected and restricted province, they are too absorbed to notice even 
what the workers in the other provinces are about. Thusit happens that 
“while there are many scientific men, there are few scientific thinkers.” 

That condemns a Newtonian frame of mind, mastering 
one’s own department but wasting no time generalizing, 
speculating, world-building. It strikes me p. 41 deserves 
‘the rear, 


21 


‘Tt is one of the most astounding facts of modern science 
that the first embryonic abodes (why not embryos ?) of moss and fern 
and pine, of shark and crab and coral polyp, of lizard, leopard, monkey 
and Man, are so exact/y similar that the highest powers of mind and. 
microscope fail to trace the smallest distinction between them.”” 

Teaching the identity of this melange of germs is wasting 
time, for mind says—If identical their outcome would be so- 
too, but as their ultimates differ so must they. Bring ina 
microscopist, making the germ of a pine and a leopard his. 
objectives which he has to differentiate. Professor 
Drummond being correct, he cannot. But he does. Justi- 
fied by mind and microscopist, py. 79 is hurried off to the: 
rear, 

p. 87. ** Yet as they (animals summed up in man) vanish, each 
leaves behind a wz¢al portion of itself, some original and characteristic 
memorial, something ztse/f has made or won, that perhaps tt alone’ 
could make or win—a bone, a muscle, a ganglion or a tooth—to be- 
the inheritance of the race. And it is only after nearly all have- 
played their part and dedicated their gift, &c.” 

How many infidel jokes are heard on, “It is He that. 
hath made us, and not we ourselves?” This Rabbi says 
brutes made or won bones, ete., which they pass on for- 
our perpetual benefit. Nay, they are religious, dedicating 
(Deus, God; dizco, I say—dedicate, to say, this is for God): 
their gifts like priests in the Temple. But if by thought 
men cannot add one cubit to their stature, how can brutes. 
add a ganglion? How say you, gentlemen of the jury, 
front or rear? Unanimous verdiet—“ Order p. 87, right 
about face, double quick, march on and never halt.” 

p. 106 “If Embryology is any guide to the past, nothing is more 
certain than that the ancient progenitors of Man once lived an aquatic- 
life. At one time there was nothing else 1 in the world but water life ; 
all the land animals are late zzventions.” 

From this standpoint it should be developments, from ours,, 
creations, ‘What would be said if I wrote :—Nature invented 
the goose and gave it gas? Without doubt p. 106 deserves. 
the rear. 

~. 108 ‘*When Man left the water—or what was to develop into- 
Man, /e took very much more ashore with #7 than a shell. Instead. 


of crawling ashore at the warm stage /4e remained in the water until /e- 
evolved into something like a fish ; so that, when, after an amphibian. 
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interlude, /e finally left it, many ‘ancient and fish-like’ characters re- 
‘mained in zs body to tel! the tale.” 


I have seen an odd fish, but this isa codfish, and he 
mites dumb by fis comicality. I demand admiration for 
“Man when a worm on which six personal pronouns are ex- 
pended. Some worms, impelled by ambition to get on the 
dry, would have crawled ashore prematurely, but our hero 
‘tarried in the flood until promoted to fishship, after which 
he won a place in the constellations, and where that worm’s 
promotion will break off no man knows. If a worm, how 
have a shell? ' What juryman will oppose 108 doing goo3e 
‘steps to the rear ? 7 


p. 110. ‘When the fish came ashore z¢s water breathing apparatus 
was no longer of any use to zf, At first z# had to keep z¢ on, for z¢ 
‘took a long time to perfect the air breathing apparatus destined to re- 
place z¢. But when this was ready the problem arose, What was to be 
«done with the earlier ovgaze 2” . 


The composition reminds one of Cockney information, 
“ How it feels to be burgled.” At %. 108 the grotesque 
animal was “e, but at p. 110, sinks into zt. Is that develop- 
ment? Oblige by smiling at “It had to keep. it on.” Like 
a Highlander wearing breeks under a kilt. Had I been in 
that organ puzzle I would have suggested: Advertise for a 
party wanting a left-off organ. Professor Drummond placed 
Nature under enduring obligations by suggesting 2 should 
be made into an ear. Now, jurymen, can you grudgea 
‘back-standing situation for this wormo-fisho-man, private 
110% Foreman orders, ‘“‘ Go, and be smart.” 


_ p. 109. “Now it is one of the most extraordinary facts in natural 
thistory that these slitsin the fish’s neck are still represented in the 
neck of Man. Almost the most prominent feature, indeed, after the 
head, in every mammalian embryo, are four clefts or furrows of the 
-old gill-slits.” 

There is always something to keep the great humble. 
After that forward worm reached fishhood, nay, romped into 
-a Man, the sly fellow donned a white neck-tie and made 
-off with his girl to an evening party, little thinking his gill- 
‘slits were visible to scientific eyes, yet not only were they 
xecognised, but the gill-slits of his elect, all four of them, 
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were connoted on her swan-like neck. Surely little plead- 
ing is needed with the jury to get p. 109 ordered behind. 

p. 112. §* And hence one of the first things attended to (By whom?) 
as the evolution went ‘on was the construction and improvement of the 


ear. And this seems to have been mainly effected by a series of re- 
markable developments of one of the sow superfluous gill-slits.” 


p. 113. ‘Now, bearing in mind this theory of the origin of ears, 
an extraordinary corroboration confronts us. Ears are actually some- 
times found bursting out in human beings half-way down the neck, in 
the exact position—namely along the line of the anterior border of the 
sterno-mastoid muscle—which the gill-slits would occupy if they s¢z// 


persisted,” 

Think of a lady with gill-slits half-way down her neck 
so that she can listen to lovers or oratorios in a charming 
style. When I appealed to the jury as to ordering privates 
112 and 118 to fall out, the foreman said: “‘ Nonsense, send 
the Colonel to Gartnavel. We want no more old gill slits 


made into shoddy ears. My men are exploding, 6 with 
disgust, and 5 with laughter.” 


p. 123. ‘*Adult man possesses no more than twelve pair (24) of 
ribs ; the prediction was hazarded by an older Comparative Anatomy 
that in the embryonic state Ze would be found with thirteen or fourteen 
(28). This Zro¢hecy has since been verified.” 


I was afraid that as the Professor made superfluous gill- 
slits into human ears, he might make superfluous ribs into 
wives. Then I was puzzled how an embryo found room 
for 28 ribs, Yet another puzzle came upon me, namely, this 
new order of prophets. Can any of them preach from Rom. 
i, 22% Then I was posed and double puzzled how Compara- 
tive Anatomy predicts, as [ am impressed with the belief 
that a person, and no less, predicts. At this point the fore- 
man agreed to private 123 being relegated to the rear or 
anywhere else if I would but let him and the jury away as 
their punishment was little short of frightful, there being a 
consensus of fear any of them might wake at 2 p.m., and 
fancy he saw the goblin Evolution making gill-slits half-way 
down his daughter’s neck, thereby decreasing her matri- 
monial] prospects ; but I could not consent until they saw 
the Professor at his best. He is strong on the characteristics 
of animals inside man, and not less outside ; telling when 
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“‘Man was a tailed quadruped, probably arboreal in its 
habits,” he broke a stzck from his native tree which evo!ved' 
into the father of all clubs, Indian included, down to the 


truncheon of B 47 on our beat. 


p. 247. ‘© This zaventzon of the club was soon followed by another 
change. To use a club effectively, or to keep a good lookout for food, 
a man must stand erect. This alters the centre of gravity of the body, 
and as the act beccmes a habit, subsidiary changes slowly takes place 
in other parts. In time the erect position becomes confirmed. Ilow 
vecent this change is, how new the attitude still is to man is seen frem 
the simple fact that even yet he has not attained the power of retaining 
the erect position long. (Can’t ‘stand at ease’), Most men sit dozwz2 
when they can, and so unnatural is the standing position, so unstable 
the equilibrium, that when slightly sick or faint, Man cannot stand at 
all. Possibly both the erect position and the club had another origin, 
but the defaz/ is immaterial. An Orang-outang may now be seen im 
the Java Zoological Gardens, which gromenades its bower continually 
with the help of a s¢zck, and seems to prefer the erect position so long 
as the sézcé is at hand.” 

N.B.—He promenades with a stick in his bower, not 
walks, but as the ladies do, parasol-stick utilising. In its 
bower! Not dotosay den. So then the stick is character- 
istic of man. Does not Professor Drummond see that if the 
O. O. were our model we would crouch when ill, whereas we 
lie on our back which no O. O. or Gorilla can do. Still it 
must be allowed that this theory throws vivid side-lights on 
the masher promenading Argyll Arcade, stick (1s 6d) in 
hand, like his elder brother in the Java Zoo. And as 
primeval man leant against a tree to assist position, and 
enable him to deliver heavier cracks with his stick, so we 
see at 11 p.m +men leaning against posts showing their 
pugnacious origin. 

p 360. “ While Man, restless, eager, hungry, is a wanderer on the 
earth, Woman makes a2 Home. And though this Home be but a 
platform of s¢zcks and leaves, such as a gorilla builds o7 a ¢ree, it 
becomes the first great school room of the human race. For one day 
there appears in this roofless room that which is to teach the teachers 
of the world—a Little Child. No greater day ever dawned for 
Evolution than this on which the first A42#a2 child was born.” 


What a horrifying caricature of Bethlehem. But look at 
it logically. It is a “‘ Man” and a “ Woman,” and yet gorilla! 
If two human beings, and though we might say a female 


25 


gorilla, we cannot a woman gorilla, how gould their off- 
spring be “a Little Child?” “How could a beast have a 
baby ? The Son of Man said—‘ That which is born of the 
flesh is flesh.” Then what is born of beasts is a beast, and 
nota man. The Prophets and the Evangelists ran all on 
the Seed of the Woman, but Professor Drummcnd on the 
breed of a Gorilla. Thus he reads Isaiah ix. 6. He was 
‘to teach the teachers of the world.” Why, his book says 
men were dumb savages ‘for thousands of generations,” 
nay, worse, cannibals, If this child lived 60,000 years he 
might then teach, else he must die and rot above ground, as 
burial is of civilisation. But he explicitly compares this 
* Little Child” and its Gorilla parents with Jesus, Mary, 
and Joseph in Nazareth. 

p. 407. “In a far truer sense than Raphael produced his ‘ Holy 
Family,’ Nature has produced a Holy Family.” 

A fulfilment of Micah v. 1. Nor is this less than deliber- 
ate as shown by p. 22 

‘* And anzmmal though she be, she rises to her task. And that hour, 
as she ministers to her young, becomes to the world the hour of its 
holiest birth.” 

That other virgin !! for which Free Church cleric3 gave 
three cheers!!! Jury, you may ask what name that wonder- | 
ful child was called. Gentlemen, he was named Gorilla 
Drummondensis Stock, because born among sticks invented by 
Drummond. He was tree-born. The last heard of him 
was he was perched on a bough singing, “I am king of the 
forest-glade,” accompanied by were gorilla playing on the 
superfluous organ. Twig? MHereupon the foreman said, 
“Ridiculous! That, science? Professor Drummond sticks 
at nothing, such are his characteristics.” A juryman asked, 
“‘ Has he no friends?” A third said, ‘‘ He must be a diner- 
out.” I said, “Gentlemen stick to duty. Are we to order 
privates 247 and 360 to the rear?’ My answer was a 
chorus of roars, ‘‘Of course, and we'll go too. No more 
gill-slits, sticks, nor O. O.’s, nor G.’s,” 

Cc 


SECOND REVIEW OF DRUMMONDITE 
INDEFENSIBLES, 


OCTOBER, 1894. 


SOME corps are worried by a greater number of the 
awkward squad than others, but this Drummond lot seenis all 
round residual like the Hamilton Militia. We saw dreadful 
specimens of the reserve forces last September, and possibly 
our reference jury may find what a weariness to the flesh 
means this October, Still duty must be done, so that the 
sooner we inspect those military scare-crows the sooner our 


unsavoury job will end. So then, ‘Sergeant Jones, order 
your men to the fore.” 


p. 14. ‘*He who works among star-fish will encounter little 
Mental Evolution, yet will he not deny that it exists. The stars 
have voices, but there are other voices; the star-fishes have activi- 
ties, but there are other activities.” . 

Looking for mentality among such lowly organisms is 
haif as wise as making oracles out of lobsters, while mixing 
stars with star-fishes qualifies straight for Bedlam. ‘He 
will not deny if exists.” Where? If stars have good voices 
do they sing in that oratorio “the music of the spheres?” 
Is Orion a soloist? ‘‘Star-fishes have activities.” Why 
not are active} ‘That, gentlemen of the jury, is what 
sciolism brings an else sensible Scot to at the close of the 
Victorian Age.” “p, 14, Pass to the rear,” 


p. 17. ‘* The functions discharged by plants and animals are two—: 
Nutrition and Reproduction. The first is the basis of the struggle 
for (its own) life; the second of the struggle for the life of others. - 
These functions run their parallel, or spiral course, for they con- 
tinuously intertwine—from the dawn of life. They are involved in 
the fundamental nature of profop/asm itself. They effect the entire 
round of life, determining the morphology of living things, being, in 
a sense, life. Yet in constructing the fabric of Evolution, one of these 


was taken, the other left.” 

How then can they continuously intertwine? How be 
highly organised animals without pater and mater? Had 
our learned author been so warped by biblical saturation 
as to be constrained to write, “ One shall be taken and the 
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other left?”» Why slip in his’ omnific agent, protoplasm, 
without formally introducing that illustrious stranger with 
due bows and definitions? Especially is this protest 
apposite seeing the work protoplasm sets. 

g10e The rationale ot living stands revealed in frotoplasue 
which sets life its task.” 

Must it not be alive to do this great thing? If alive, 
how set life its task? Then life in what? Common folk 
believe life exists only in a subject, asubstance. Biologists 
teach that life comes from life, Then there must be an 
Eternal Life. Professor Drummond teaches. He inspired a 
protoplasmic speck; Moses teaches that Adam was in- 
breathed. 


p. 20. ‘* Evolution began with fArotoplasm and ended with Man.” 


N.B —He does not mention the first Adam, nor even the 
last. Wonder whether Heckel rubbed our revealed men 
off his black board, and substituted the offspring of gorillas. 
How these Germans corrupt the Celts. According to our 
savant evolution was clever, though slow, taking millions of 
years on the job, not finishing off his man till 66,000 of years 
ago, and then only turned out a dumb cannibal, who loafed 
60,000 of years, when, feeling a little ashamed of his use 

‘ and wont, fell to erecting pyramids and building temples. 

.20. §*The early function of Zrofoplasm is obscured, but on the 
last analysis War and ‘Industry are seen to be its natural develop- 
ments,’ 

Seeing that the primordial germ was a mere speck of sea 
jelly, to ask the belief that fowls, fishes, plants and mam- 
mals marched out of it, adding thereto War and Industry, 
is a draft upon the Bank of Credulity that in religion 
would bankrupt the heaviest ultramontane depositor. Infi- 
dels used te scoff at Noah’s ark: “ Couldn’t pack’m in like 
‘sardines or razors, heads and thraws,” but here’s a cleric 
inviting us to believe that all those came out of a spoonful 
of sea slime. The man who showed off the inexhaustible 
bottle must take a back seat now the Drummondite 
Evolution show is open. ‘Gentlemen of the jury I hope 
you will order privates 17, 18, 19, 20 to the rear.” The 
foreman growled “ Black hole ’em al), their chaplain too.” 
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May not Huxley be leading Professor Drummond off his 
head as to protoplasm? Sir J. W. Dawson says :—* Proto- 
plasm has been called the physical basis of life; but this is. © 
merely a form of words to conceal ignorance.” Yes, yes— 
but it is a learned word. ‘Those who know more than is . 
known always veil ignorance by learned words. | 

p. 21. ‘*One’s first and natural association. with the Struggle for 
the Life of Others is with something done for posterity—in the plant 
the Struggle to produce seeds, in the animal to beget young.” 

How good and thoughtful of those Professor Drummond 
plants and animals Struggling for posterity. It is to be 
feared that the parturition Struggles of onions and rats are 
not duly appreciated. Man’s ingratitude! Then the Revd. 
lifts the veil revealing a wild beast giving birth to a human 
infant. Infant means not speaking, and as no one spoke, 
according to scientists, for thousands of years after the 
happy delivery of Mrs. D. G. Stock, his first Adam died an 
infant. Hence he shies at our Adam who did not die in 
infancy, as Professor Drummond dislikes being eclipsed. 
So he and Moses don’t speak now. Make way for the 
mute lady. : 

p. 22. ‘* And animal though she be, she rises to her task. And 
that hour as she ministers to her young, becomes to the world the 
hour of its Zo/zes¢ birth.” - 

‘Ministers to her young.” Means gave her baby the 
bottle. What a mockery of heliest? Holiest hour, as: 
though men could say holy hour, holier, holiest! Holy is 
absolute and takes no superlative. Holiest of all means — 
Holy of holies. Old Master Stock was proud of his first- 
born son he brought his friends from the jungle, and the 
chatter was what the Yankees call some. 
on ‘¢In that reign of love which must one day, ¢/ the course of 
Evolution holds on its way, be realized.” 

I remember when F. C. people looked for the millennium 
through the reign of Jesus, but their advanced thinker gives. 
that honour to evolution which will hold on its beneficent. 
way, or the golden age can never bless Adam’s race. Seeing ~ 
evolution has been 66,000 years operating in humanity, and — 
yet society is what we bemoan, what worth-can be allowed to. 
tliis prophecy. ‘The precession of the equinoctial points, 
or a chancery suit, or even Home hule hardly make greater- 
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pulls upon faith and patience. How awful the out-look 
should evolution weary in well doing. ‘Gentlemen of the 
jury, how say you? Shall privates 31, 22, 45, make tracts 
for the rear?” Verdict—‘ They would degrade the Kast-end 
Cockney Skeleton Army. Hope they will desert. Better 
men must succeed them.” 


p. 62. ‘* But man asks why must he do so, and so since Nature 
says, ‘Mind thyself?’ Till Nature adds the further precept—‘ Look 
not every man on his own things, but also on the things of others,’ 
there is no sanction for morality.” 


Thus equalizing Nature and God. I was of the opinion 
that He, not she, gave commandments. Professor Drum- 
mond accuses a person seeing after himself of egoism, 
selfishness, and terms looking after others, altruism, un- 
selfishness, Looking after self is not selfish, unless done at 
the expense of another. Sacrificing the interest of others 


to mine is selfishness. Else eating, drinking, sleeping, etc. 
is selfish. 


p. 401. ‘*No doubt'the Mother also made laws; but the Father, 
as the more terrible person, exacted obedience with greater severity, 
and his laws acquired more force xx. Low as this standard was— 
the fear or favour of a savage father—it was a beginning of right 
morals, good conduct, proper manners. Plant in the mind, or evoke 
from it the idea of acting in a given way with reference to some half- 
dozen daily trifles when done in the presence of one authoritative 
individual, and Evolution has already found something to work on. 
The children have six, if not ten commandments.” 


‘To compare the orders of* cannibals to the Eternal 
giving the decalogue!! That is tremendous presumption 
even for Professor Drummond. There is his foundation 
of morals—the righteousness of savages. But see 


p. 403. ‘That moral elements must have had a beginning some- 
where in space and time is certain. Not less necessary to the world 
than the Mother's gift of love is the twin offering of the Father- 
Righteousness. And if almost before ¢he soul zs born, the shadowy 
outline of a moral order should begin to loom out in history, the latter 
phases and later sanctions lose nothing of their quality, are all the 
more wonderful and all the more divine, because met by moral 
adumbrations in the distant past. Ifthe later children had their ten 
commandments given them in one way, they cannot grudge that the 
world’s earlier children should have been given their two or three 
commandments in another way—another way which, did we know 
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all, might turn out to be but another phase of the same way.” 
John x. 8. 

So a cannibal morally adumbrated the Holy One of 
Israel! God giving the Edenic law to Adam and Eve is 
tossed aside for the Love and Righteousness of anonymous 
savages, the Blessed comes on the scene implementing their 
commandments. Surely 2 Thess. ii. 2 comes in. Where I 
come from that would be termed blasphemy of the most 
insulting type. Co-ordinate cannibals with kings and you 
offend, but this scientist does it to the King Eternal. 

?. 71. ‘Only by bringing theology into harmony with Nature 
and into line with the rest of our knowledge, can the noble interests. 
given it to conserve retain their vitality in a scientific age.” 

Pray admire his capitals showing which he regards as. 
the more important—theology and Nature must be har- 
monized by modifying theology to suit the varying opinions. 
of scientists. Religion is to be the football of savants, and 
he anticipates that scientific millennium by giving Adam 
and Chavah a warning kick. The expulsive angel wears 
kilts brandishing the two-edged evolutionary sword. 

p. 72. “To affirm that Altruism is a peculiar product of religion 
is to excommunicate Nature from the moral order, and religion from 
the rational order,” 

That means religion subordinated to Nature—a form of 
materializing. 

p- 73. ‘* Religion has done more for the development of Altruism 
in a few centuries than all the millennia of geological times.” 

He must mean Christianity, when it follows that Pro- 
fessor Drummond teaches religion operated slowly for 
64,000 years, but the last 2000 energetically, Christ com- 
pleting what primeval cannibals began. Strange, he never 
names the Lord Christ, the last Adam, nor the first. 
Geologic periods developed nothing. Can time make trees 
grow? An oak grows in time not through it. What 
urged on Altruism during that period? What does he 
mean about geological periods? They have had no exist- 
ence diversely from the present since the arrival of man. 
Does he hint man was on the earth before the Glacial 
Period ? Let that be proved. 


ol 


p. 75. ‘* The earliest home of Primitive Man was a cave in the 
rocks—the simplest and least evolved human habitation. One day, 
perhaps driven by the want within his hunting grounds of the-natural 
cave, he made himself a hut—an artificial cave.” 


‘ Perhaps ” is solid rock. Contrast that with 


p. 360. ‘‘ While Man, restless, eager, hungry, is a wanderer on 
the earth, Woman makes a Home. And though this home be but a 
platform of sticks, it becomes the first great school-room of the 
human race.” 


Which of these does he adopt—cave or tree for first 
home? What can be said to a man calling a female gorilla 
a Woman? Professor Drummond says “ perhaps,” “ pro- 
bably,” how many such make his science? Probably our 
next indefensible is the most ludicrous ever presented in a 
professedly scientific essay. 


THE FABLE OF THE DROLL BIRDS. 


f. 240. ‘* The progenitors of Birds and of Man ata very remote 
period were prodably one. But at a certain point they parted com- 
pany and diverged hopelessly and for ever. The Birds took one road, 
the Vertebrates another; the Vertebrates kept to the ground, the 
Birds took to the air. The consequences of this exped/ent in the case 
of the Birds were fatal. They for ever forfeited the possibility of be- 
coming human. For observe the cost to them of the aerial mode of 
life. he wing was made at the expense of the hand, With this con- 
summate organ buried in feathers, the use which the higher 
Vertebrates made of it was denied them. Birds have the bones for a 
hand, could have had a hand, but they waived their right to it. 
When it is considered how much Man owes to the hand, it may be 
conceived how much they have lost by the want of it. Had man not 
been a ‘ tool-using anima!’ he had probably never become a man; the 
Bird, partly because it placed itself out of the running (ostriches) 
here, has never been anything but a Bird. To one organism only 
was it given to keep on the path of progress from the beginning to 
the end, and so fulfil without deviation or relapse the final purpose of 
Evolution.” 


That was telephoned to Hades when the shades of Esop 
and Aristophanes bewailed their dread eclipse by the great 
F. C. Professor of the Victorian Age. ‘‘ The Birds took 
one road, the Vertebrates another,” as though pigeons and 
crows are molluscous. Think of a scholar having that 
paragraph on his grinding-wheel for more than a year, and 
it not dawning upon him that birds are a high form of 
vertebrata! And he is an advanced thinker !! 
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Bat Professor Drum noni ranks high in errata. Ina 
former work he sat on moles for having, through keeping 
too much underground, forfeited eyes, forgetful that up to 
latest accounts our burrowing neighbour sports as respec- 
table a pair of eyes a3 ever wore a pair of specs. But he 
is ina hurry to astonish the natives. Shall Buffalo Bill 
have all the glory? Think of those stupid birds making 
so contemptible a choice, taking to wind instead of patiently 
staying with our forbears till they merged into men. 
Were it not for pushing their heads into sand they might 
have foreseen their loss of the privilege of hands and gloves. 
Those jays might have developed into J.P.’s or County 
Councillors, and that town nuisance, the rooster, might 
even evolve into a Long beating Besant’s reincarnation, as ~ 
that cock would score too high to need a second innings. 


Alas, the stupidity of birds equalizes the profanity of 
Celts, when a point is lost at afootball match. Still they 
freed themselves from my crushing worry in trying to 
master advanced thought. ‘“ Had Man not been a ‘ tool- 
using animal,’ he had probably never become a man,” pro- 
bably sinking to the low level of farmer Blank’s fowls. 
Happily too's saved us. 


After that I lost sleep over this oracular paragraph : 
“The final purpose of Evolution.” Nothing now stands 
between me and insomnia but writing to the editor of the 
Weekly Mail :— Please, sir, when Professor Drummond 
says that does he mean that evolution planned my thumb 
and biceps, while cockatoos make shift on tendons and 
feathers, or dees he mean the end Nature had in view by 
evolution?” 


I would not grudgea dry pound to kaow what Huxley 
said when he read that maniacally scientific paragraph. 
“‘ Now, gentlemen of the jury, how say you? Shall privates 
62, 401, 403, 71, 72, 73, 75, 360, and 240 be degraded ?” 
The jury unanimously suggested the foreman should say : 
‘They cannot be degraded, being what Birmingham oper- 
atives term worsers and wasters, but scholars know as 
pejoratives, They must not simply hobble to the rear, but 
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be drummed out of the service. They F. C. advanced 
thinkers! They advanced to the edge of the chasm 
‘Absurdity, where they stand shivering in line, suffering 
from maniacal ague which they mistake for science. Let 
my men home for a month’s holiday.” They will not be 
wanted till the dismal month for this dismal subject, and 
so are free till Nov. 1. 





THIRD REVIEW OF DRUMMONDITE 
INDEFENSIBLES, 


NOVEMBER, 1894. 


SOME critics characterise Drummond’s style fascinating. 
Alas! all earthly pleasures have drawbacks, thus his works. 
are also grotesque. See him blend language, literal and 
figurative, as also sharing terms appropriate to humanity 
with wild beasts, giving the children’s bread to the dogs. 

p. 24. ‘*The first, the Struggle for Life, is, throughout, the Self- 
regarding function; the second, the Other-regarding function. The 
first zn lowey Nature, obeying the law of self-preservation, devotes its 
energies to feed itself ; the other, obeying the law of species preserva- 
tion, to feed its young. While the first develops the active virtues of 
strength and courage, the other lays the basis for the Aassvve virtues, 
sympathy and love. In the Jater world one seeks its end in personal 
agerandizement, the other in ministration. One begets competition, 
self-assertion, war; the other, unselfishness, self-effacement, peace. 
One is Individualism, the other, Altruism.” 

Why attribute virtues to mere animals when there is no 
virtue without free-will, brutes acting automatically, 
simply by instinct? When tigers pin beasts to the ground, 
it is courage ! When the lioness suckles cubs, it is altruism! 
Does not Drummond see that if the female did not suckle 
she would be maddened by pain? There is no selfishness 
in either case, they acting out their ferocious nature. There- 
fore to attribute more virtue to dam than to sire, where virtue 
cannot be, is not science, but silliness, tending to literary 
drivel, which would bring about the dismissal of a penny- 
a-liner from the staff of arural weekly. Apply this reason- 
ing to reptiles, to fishes, to amphibious animals as alligators, 
&c. These cover ten times the mammals, and who can 
show that this law holds? He says in lower Nature, but: 
according to evolution the lower is ancestor to the higher,. 
and exactly what was meant should have been said. The- 
application of individualism to beasts, when men and they 
only are individuals, mars language, and caricatures science. 
Our author is, by the trend and tendency of evolution, 
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bound to give up miracles for growth, as his newly adopted’ 
Rabbi, the Jate Mr. Darwin, did. But a difficulty faced him 
when composing “ The Ascent of Man.” How could the: 
Rev. Henry Drummond so do and yet remain cleric? This. 
compelled his presenting that effacement of faith to his 

followers gradually. He must needs ca’ cannily lest the re- 
vulsive shock would not be tolerated. Hence he wrote :— 

p. 83. ‘*So man’s stature rose in size and symmetry, till the whole: 
had climbed, @ s#zracle of unfolding, to the stature of Man.” 

p. 291. ‘* Watch this flower at work for a little, and behold @ 
miracle,” 

p. 428 ‘* Those cases which we do not know to be growth, we do 
not know to be anything else, and we may at least suspect them to be 
- growths. Nor are they any the less 7z¢rxaculous because they appear to- 
us as growths. A miracle is not something quick.”’ 

An evident effort to shake belief in miracles out of 
Believers. The fox who lost his tail advised all foxes to 
waive ther right to caudal appendages, as the Drummond 
birds did to hands. Here a juryman interrupts : “ Oh, sir, 
do not say that our Professor, who repeatedly preached for 
Mr. Moody in the revival times, rejects miracles.” All but 
one, and at his progressive rate, that goes in 1895. We 
read in The English Churchman, August 23rd, 1894, ‘* What. 
kind of Christianity young men learn in Professor Drum- 
mond’s works let one extract from a lecture delivered on a 
Sunday afternoon on ‘Christianity Looked at from the 
Standpoint of Evolution’ shows.” ‘Now the account of 
creation in six days out of nothing—chaos—is utterly 
irreconcilable with the theory of evolution.” He disposed 
of this difficulty by sweeping away the Scriptural account. 
as mere instructive fable, saying, 

“* Most of us accept the doctrine of evolution in some form or other.. 
It cannot be proved yet, but that does not matter much, Great things. 
and great thoughts fill the mind, and make their impression. Genesis. 
must be regarded as presenting truth to children’s minds.” 

Illustrating this idea by G. Macdonald’s poem, ‘' The 
Baby,” not literally true, but true for the child. I invite: 
attention to, 

‘Tf we do not know them to be growths, we do not know them to- 
be anything else,” 

If thinking counts, I think a thing must be before it 
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grows : then how resolve this mundane system into a series 
of growths? Let me ask, did iron grow? And ifso, from 
what? Brilliant writer, miserable thinker. Amongst 
other things that must have come into life suddenly, I 
‘claim matter, caloric, motion, life, water, light, mind, time, 
‘moral being, and man. 

‘** A miracle is not something guzck,” 


Does that mean alive? or something done quickly? If, 

‘O juryman, you appreciate rant and rubbish, here’s a feast. 

p. 45. “In that new social order which the gathering might of the 
altruistic spirit is creating now around us, in that reign of Love which 
‘must one day, if the course of Evolution holds on its way, be realized.” 
_. He should not say “That reign of Love,” but That reign 
of altruism. According to his system, evolution left man 
-dumb cannibals for 60,000 of years. According to history, 
men have been more or less demoralized, and often 
slaughtering each other for 6,000 of years. According to 
the daily news the most ancient and populous empire is 
breaking up, and society is so utterly wicked that many 
persons refuse to read their morning paper. Add to that, 
this : 

p. 346. ‘The early world was bleak and loveless for szllions and 
mutlions of years, without Mothers or children.” 

Where then is the guarantee that evolution will bring 
about an altruistic millennium? I say nothing of the law 
of deterioration, illustrated so lately as the dark ages. My 
fathers in the faith taught me to lock only on the Renovator 
for the renewal of the world, that is, to Him who said, 
‘* Behold, I make all things new.” Here a cleric tries to 
turn us from the Amen to a fiction he terms the “ altruistic 
Spirit,” a spirit our fathers knew not. In the “ Freethinkers 
‘Text Book,” ». 94, we read, “The evolution of man from 
the lower forms of life scarcely yet takes rank as ascientific 
truth.” The gorilla is kicked out by the Freethinkers, but 
finds cover amongst the F.C. leaders. The late C. Brad- 
laugh, M. P., studied the Monkey origin of Man, anxious to 
adopt it, but saw it could not be defended on the platform. 
{It was reserved for a Divine to patronise what was cast out 
by atheists. Ichallenge any Drummondite to put his finger 
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on anything in “The Ascent of Man,” containing half the, 
science, or a tithe of the sense of this: ‘The Freethinker,” 
Feb. llth (Sab.), 1894—‘“ Nature does not create but. 
simply reproduces or transforms. She never created an 
animal, a fish, or a flower ; simply reproducing animals from 
animals.” Just so. Then how came the first! Drummond 
answers, as Topsy did, I suppose they growed. Alas for me,: 
a soldier of the Cross! I live to see my enemies more: 
trustworthy than my comrades. 

p. 368. ‘Till the brain arrived, everything was too brief, too. 
rapid for ethical achievements ; animals were in a hurry to be born, 
children thirsted to be free.” 

Before brains arrived by the mail, animals lived such a. 
gulp, gobble, and go life, they had no time to address meet- 
ings. Evidently the reasons for animals being in a hurry 
to be born and children wanting freedom was their natural. 
desire to see the fun of the fair before brains arrived. The: 
worst of it is, after they came by the 8 p.m. heredity acted so- 
powerfully, they still want to run on the prodigal line. 
Millionaires may dress as they please, but the poor cabmen. 
must wear good hats, Professor Drummond takes full, 
advantage of position. Ifa pupil-teacher wrote that para- 
graph he would forfeit all marks at exam. on his subject. 
As the jury need refreshing after enduring that excruciating 
rot, let us comfort them by an extract from Professor O wen:: 
‘‘TIn the human skull the mid-line traced backwards from 
the super-orbital 1idge runs along a smooth track. In the 
gorilla a ridge is raised from along the major part of that. 
track to increase the surface giving attachment to the biting 
muscles. In man the corresponding muscles do not extend. 
their origins to the upper surface of the cranium, but stop. 
short at the temples, so leaving the requisite space for 
mental brain.” Man’s head is made in relation to thinking, 
the gorilla’s skull in relation to biting. Mr. Blank, a jury-. 
man, wants to know whether that paragraph should not be: 
reckoned over against the foregone brainless drivel? No, 
no, that’s Owen not Drummond. There are professors and 
professors, scientists and sciolists. But, gentlemen, I hope: 
that morsel of common sense may enable you to bear just. 
another caricature of advanced thought, 
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p. 296. ‘Every plant 77 the world lives for others. It sets aside 
something, something costly, cared for, the highest expression of its 
‘nature. The Seed is the tithe of Love, the tithe which Nature 
renders to Man. When Man lives upon Seeds he lives upon Love. 
Literally, scientifically, Love is life.” 

Had Professor Drummond been loyal to development he 
would have written : “‘ When man lives upon seeds he lives 
on altruism.” When the Donegal peasant dines of potatoes 
and dip, or the Lothian miner sups his porridge, or the 
Hindoo has a rice supper, proclaim to each, in his own 
proper tongue, Z’ow eatest love. Italy produced its 
Bombastes Furioso, nor is Scotland far in the rear. Let us 
take a double look at that fustian paragraph. Attributing 
sacrificial virtue to plants is as silly as saying angels snuff. 
Is life worth so little that a Scotch professor spares time for 
an Atlantic voyage so that he may orate to Lowell 
students upon this theme of glory : ‘“ Literally, scientifically, 
Love is Life?’ Literally, no one thing can be another— 
love (a sentiment we may have or not) is love, and life (a 
principle we cannot do without) is life. Professor Drum- 
mond correct, and we may say, Little children, life one 
another. What son of Scotia, having a reputation to de- 
fend and a position to adorn, has, in this fin-de-siecle period, 
so thickly covered self and country with ridicule? Woe 
will be to him who seeks condensed silliness, capsuled in 
technicalities, to look learned, outside of 

p. 90. ‘ Nature has preserved for us a creature, which, whether 

degenerate or not, can only be likened to one of her first rude ex- 
periments, This animal is the Lancelet, whose backbone is so 
rudimentary that it does not contain any bone, but only a shadow, 
or prophecy of it in cartilage. The cartilaginous notochord of it is 
nevertheless the progenitor of all vertebral columns, for this 
structure appears in the human embryo exact/y as it now exists in 
the Lancelet.” . 

Sometimes our author uses nature for evolution, and at 
others for God, which is the sense here used is not clear, 
but this is—neither God, evolution, nor nature ever tries 
rude experiments. What a delicious bull—a backboneless 
backbone! That use of prophecy demands apology. Ought 

he not to say is suggestive of or similar to, instead of exactly, 
But think of a boneless notochord being forbear to all back- 
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bones. When I steamed through the Mediterranean I 
little thought I was returning to where I came from. But 
we are always learning. Any literary hack will contract 
to write a Concordance to any book, but the desideratum 
is a man to write a Drummondite Harmonicum, who can — 
harmonise “ The Ascent of Man.” As see 

p. 238. ‘* With a brain of so many cubic inches, and so many 
pounds of brain matter, we have animal intelligence.” 

This is given in the chapter on “ The Evolution of Lan- 
guage,” connecting brain with speech, forgetful he had 
taught that men were dumb cannibals 60,000 years. If 
man spoke 6,000 years ago, was it because his head was 
bigger? Forgetful of the necessities of development, he 
attributes language to animals that have not many cubic 
inches of brain. 
 p. 200. ‘ Among the ants, perhaps the most social of the lower - 

animals, this power (of inter-communication) is so perfect that they 

are not merely endowed with a few general signs, but seem able to 
convey information upon matters of detail.” 

And then Professor Drummond fell so deep in love with 
these pic-nic nuisances (think of a lady sitting on their nest) 
as to compliment them as he does seeds—only the ants for 
intellect, but the seeds for morality. 

p. 203. ‘‘The eloquence which enthrals the legislators of St. 
Stephen’s, or the appeal which melts the worshipper at St. Paul’s 
originated in the voices of the forest, and the activities of the ant- 
hills.” 

Though a lady does not care about being in contact with 
them, D.i.’s and M.P.’s may feel very much flattered. 
But may not the performing blanket nuisance use his Jan- 
guage to protest for being left out in the fatal cold when he 
is so clever? Ring the bell and order in the Harmoniser. 

p. 233. ‘He (the cannibal) learned to speak at first because he © 
could not convey his thoughts to his wife at the other side of the 
wood.” 

For millions of years the ants had been ‘able to convey 
information upon matters of detail,” but this cannibal and 
his cannibaless, though they had pounds of brain could not 
communicate with only a patch of jungle between. - A 
savage learning to speak so that he may converse with his 
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wife is an idea so original that, unless protected by patent, 
will be plagiarized by Huxley, Spencer, or some prowling: 
scientist. This savagess is an unmarried wife, gentlemen 
of the jury, and now you see the dusky Eve of Drummond- 
ism. One would naturally expect a Professor to write: 
grammatically even when he writes nonsense, but in this. 
we suffer disappointment. 

. 309. ‘* Hence'the first commandment of Evolution everywhere: 
is :—‘* Thou shalt mass, segregate, combine, grow large.” 

But, in the first place, be it remembered, it is the sole 
prerogative of God to give commandments. Moreover, 
they can only be given to intelligent creatures. Here 
Professor Drummond makes evolution a principle or pro- 
cess, a law-giver and an unconscious cell is the recipient. 
of law. Say a Drummondite says: “Oh, well, he speaks 
figuratively. We know what is meant.” Wrong as it 
doubly is we'll pass it as silver, though clearly it is zine. 
Then how justify “Thou shalt mass, segregate, combine, 
etc.?” Thou is one, and I fail to see how one thing can do 
the work of numbers. How can one combine? Can a man 
marry? It generally takes two for marriage. Bad enough 
to caricature Sinai, but to do so by slaughter of the Queen’s 
English is dreadful. And this is advanced thought, the 
goal of which is Morningside. I want your deliverance on 
privates 24, 45, 346, 368, 296, 90, 208, 238, 233, and 
309. If there be any reason, however slight, why they 
should still have the honour of belonging to Her Majesty’s. 
Reserved Forces, do justice by them without fear or favour. 
That, gentlemen, is the case for the prosecution. The ver- 
dict was deferred, to our surprise, fully ten minutes, when 
the foreman said: ‘So far as those privates are concerned 
they are a woeful set, not one of whom should have been 
allowed to enter the service, but we condemn the course: 
taken by the prosecution in quoting from English papers 
and Professor Owen, as the case is strong enough in itself. 
It is a tactical blunder, and keeps us so much longer listen- 
ing to this dreadful book, or something forced into an 
unnatural connection with it. The book should be severely 
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DRUMMONDITE ABUSE OF THE 
WORD NATURE, 


DrcrmBeEr, 1894. 


Some words are so definite, have so few meanings, and 
those so clear that haziness of meaning is hardly possible, 
e.g. too, having but two applications, as You may go foo, as 
well as; and That is oo much, excess of ; but Nature may 
be used in various senses whence it becomes authors, 
especially when writing science, to be exact, that not only 
readers may discover their meaning, but must easily see it. 
Nature is from nascor: to grow, giving natus: born, as - 
Natal: discovered on His natal day, nature: that born, and 
as birth is of growth it comes to signify how organisms 
grow, and then the general constitution of things, &c. Its 
Greek correspondent phusis, is from phuo: I grow, whence 
physics: natural history, physician (formerly): a student of 
nature. Aristotle taught physics, then metaphysics, 7.e. the 
study of mental phenomena after that of material. The 
word is overdone. by materialists pitting the Visible and out- 
putting the spiritual but especially the’ miraculous. 
Materialists do not get rid of creation by substituting their 
pet word, because growth must be preceded by an existence 
to grow, and there creation comes in which can only be 
supernatural and sudden. After this preamble let us give 
specimens of how Professor Drummond treats the word. 

p. 62, ‘But why, man asks, must he subordinate himself to the 
interest of others, since Nature says: ‘ Mind thyself?’ Till Nature 
adds the further precept, look not every man on his own things, but 
’ also on the things of others.” 

Here one power gives two commandments from which it 
seems Paul wrote to the Philippians naturally but we 
thought moved by the Holy Ghost. When and where did 
nature give that two-worded law? Of the decalogue three 
have four words each. Here an authority gives a two- 
worded commandment. He is so anxious to begin teaching 
the ten that he commences rather early, according to his 
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system, millions of years before the law was given on Sinai, 
and such his zeal that he has them given to hairy minute 
animals swimming in stagnant pools. 

355. ‘‘ Nature had to set about a somewhat novel task to teach 
the youth of the world the Fifth Commandment. This was thrust 
upon the early world under penalties for disobedience the most exact- 
ing—the threat of death. Pick out a few children and inspect them. 
Take one from the bottom of Nature, one from the middle and one 
from the top, and see if any progress in filial duty is visible as we 
ascend. The first a ciliated Infusorian, representing countless millions 
like itself, is the Precocious Child. The moment this embryo is born 
it leaves the domestic hearth ; the chances are it has never seen its 
parents. Ifit has it disowns them on the spot. A better swimmer in 
many cases—for many of the parents have forgotten how to swim—it 
cannot be overtaken. It ignores its Mother and despises her.” 

Think of a scholar using “ disobedience,” “ filial duty,” 
“Precocious Child,” “is born,” “domestic hearth,” ‘ seen 
its parents,” ‘‘disowns them,” ‘‘ despises,” appropriate to 
scholars of a high-class school, but applying such to animals 
lower in organisation than snails or worms. Think of a 
cleric connecting these with Commandment V., wherein we 
have the solemn covenanting formula, “The Lord thy 
God!” At 

p. 70. **One cannot think oneself out of this difficulty ; it can only 
be Z¢ved out : which is precisely what Nature makes us all do, in a 
greater or less degree, every day making us do more.” 

Of course nature is not on some but all human beings, all 
made to grow better as to morals. The narrow Pauline 
view—that in us dwelleth no good thing—and another 
superstition—God works graces in His people—is known 
and shown to be untenable. Nature is doing all for us 
while kirk fossils pray their nature may be renovated. 

p. 71. ‘Only by bringing theology into harmony with Nature, and 
into line with the rest of our knowledge, can the noble interests given 
it to conserve retain their vitality in a scientific age.’ 

Religion must now make friends with nature—subordinate 
her theology to the views of scientists—or be passe. 

~. 90. ‘Nature has preserved for us a creature which, whether de- 


generated or not, can only be likened to one of her first rude 
experiments.” 


How can he know it is an experiment not knowing but 
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it may b3acase of degeneration? At p. 62 Nature and 

Creator are equalised, at p. 90 the making power works 
rudely. Then nature is described as intelligent and moral, 
which nothing save a person can be. 

. 315. Isit inconceivable that Nature should sometimes do things 
with any ulterior object, an ethical one, for instance ? ” 4 

We answer, Yes. LHither it is intelligent or not, if the 
former, present acts are always viewed in connection with 
futurity, if not, how can it have a future prospect, moral 
or other? Organic nature being subject to death, has no 
necessary future, its functions being circumscribed by past 
and present. 

p. 319. ‘*In these early days when sex was instituted it was a 
physical wzverse. Undoubtedly sex then had physiological advantages; 
but when in a later day the ethical advantages became visible and rise 
to such significance that the higher world nearly wholly rests upon 
them, we are entitled, as viewing the world from that high level, to 
have our suspicions, as to a deeper motive underlying the physical.”’ 

For these real those, as he means millennia ago. For 
universe read world, as we know nothing as to sex outside of 
it. Professor Drummond’s head runs on a similar plane to 
1 Tim. xi. 15, as he thinks of salvation by birth of children. 
Refreshing to have suspicions of nature cherishing deep 
motives. If God be meant it is gross, but unconscious laws 
could no more have motives a million years old than clocks 
make time. 

. 330. ‘Thus by a division of labour appointed by the will of 
Nature, the conditions for the Ascent of Man were laid.” 

Thus nature wills, presumably, wisely and allocates labour. 
Are those injunctions of unconscious laws, or of the law- 
giver? Him he hides. Should friends plead: He writes 
nature, meaning God, reverently avoiding the frequent use 

of the Divine name as does John: ‘“ We know that when 

He shall appear, we shall be like Him ; for we shall see Him 
as He is.” Four pronouns but the all-holy Noun still veiled, 
an elegant form of keeping Commandment III. That 
charming apology vanishes directly applied. 


p. 277. ‘* Love reached its spiritual perfection after a history the 
most strange and chequered that the pages of Nature have to record. 
What Love was at first, how crude and sour and embryonic a thing, it 
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is impossible to conceive. But from age to age, with immeasurable 
faith and patience, &’c.” 


Sour love! Shall we shed dry tears? Who has this 
faith and patience? Nature or God? The former has 
neither—The Blessed having it is dismally absurd. Let us 
try. 


p. 352. ‘If Nature begins a thing and wishes to make a change, 
she never goes back to the beginning and starts de ovo, Her respect 
for her own work is profound. To re-begin would not only be lost 
work, but waste of future time; and Evolution, slow as z# may seem, 
never fails to take the quickest path. Se did not then start making 
new embryos.” 


Puzzle, find who the agent is. We have “ Nature,” 
‘* Evolution,” “she” and “her” with Professor Drummond’s 
friends telling us these are reverential veils for Deity. How 
attribute such language as this to Him ‘‘ wishes to make a 
change” and “respect for her own work?” Professor 
Drummond is profuse with she and her. I prefer He and 
Him. It is hard to fancy a more repulsive view of humanity 
than this presented on 


~. 371. **A few score more of centuries, a few more millions of 
Mothers and the germs of Patience, Carefulness, Tenderness, Sympathy, 
and Self-sacrifice will have rooted themselves in Humanity. See then 
what the Savage Mother and her Babe have brought into the world. 
When the first Mother awoke to her first tenderness and warmed her 
loneliness at her infant’s love, when for a moment she forgot herself and 
thought upon its weakness or its pain, when by the most imperceptible 
act or sign or look of sympathy she expressed the unutterable impulse 
of her Motherhood, the touch of a new creative hand was felt upon the 
world. However short the earliest infancies, however feeble the sparks 
they fanned, however long heredity took to gather fuel enough for a 
steady flame, it is certain that once this fire began to warm the cold 
hearth of Nature and give humanity a heart, the most stupendous task 
was accomplished. A softened pressure from an uncouth hand, a 
human gleam in an almost animal eye, an endearment in an inartic- 
ulate voice—feeble things enough. Yet in these faint awakenings lay 
the hope of the human race. From of old we have heard the monition : 
‘* Except ye be as babes ye cannot enter the Kingdom of Heaven;” 
the latest science now shows us—though in a very different sense of 
the words—that unless we had been as babes, the ethical phenomena 
which gave all its significance to the phrase ‘ Kingdom of Heaven,’ 
would have been non-existent for us.” 


What time is implied in that paragraph? 1 Peter iii, 20 
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defines a few as eight. Eight score centuries is 16,000 
years, in which we have 8,000,000 of mothers, after which 
awesome array we only get the mere germs of virtues. At 
p. 360 he describes the birth of the first human infant born 
of a gorilla. I think he was a man child. Was he the 
ancestor of those eight millions of nameless, homeless, speech- 
less, never-laughing cannibal mothers? Dumb! Hence, he 
says, “‘an endearment in an inarticulate voice.” By a Belle 
Sauvaga, having a baby followed by millions more, salvation 
came where none were lost, for all lived an unfallen nature 
as do vipers and tigers. Allis proved by a text no man 
knows. He says if we had not been babes we could not enter 
the Kingdom of Heaven, forgetful there would in that case 
be nothing to leave out. So generation from brutes saves, 
not Divine regeneration. How strange that babies save men. 
I was under the impression that we are saved not by be- 
coming babes but by becoming like them, born again 
spiritually as they bodily. Howbeit there can be no saving 
nor can any be lost on Drummondite principles, as all live 
naturally. A more stupid sentence cannot be written 
seriously. ‘Once this fire began to warm the cold hearth of 
Nature,” for was it not nature that warmed and nature that 
was warmed? When the Spirit enters He generates love to 
God and man, but nature warming the cold hearth of nature 
is &c. Do children now soften mothers and refine fathers ? 
Then where could bad parents be had? That touching 
sentence about dumb cannibals gently squeezing hands has 
noverb. Wewon’tcomplain. To look for science, theology, 
and grammer for 7s. 6d. is not altruistic, and I feel myself 
evolving fast. Teachers marred my enjoyment of “ The 
Ascent of Man,” as they got me to believe that none but 
thinkers could make experiments. God cannot because no 
thinker—He is omni-scientist. Impersonalities as nature 
and evolution are disqualified, not being thinkers. Our 
scientist shows they misled me. 

p. 374. ‘*In last chapter we watched the beautiful experiment 
of Nature making mothers.” 

Professor Drummond is meditating on the jungle Bethle- 
hem, where nature succeeded. Only modesty prevented the 
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insertion—(cheers)—which the Lowell students gave when 

our hierophant drew back the development veil showing 
Natura Victrix, successful in breeding ladies from monkeys. 

Nature toned down her exultation when seeing a tougher. 
job awaiting her—making gentlemen out of such jungle 
material, 

p. 876. ‘‘ Hence Nature had to set about another long and diffi- 
cult process—to make the savage Father a reformed character. 
The Evolution of a Father is not so beautiful a process as the 
Evolution of a Mother, but it was almost as formidable a problem 
to attack.” 

Professor Drummond administered the pledge to him, 
heard him promise all sorts of things, got him to the penitent. 
form, but he repeatedly broke away, rejoining the lapsed. 
masses. J demand from sensible persons who is the agent 
in bringing round these speechless man-eating savages ? 
Craning man from wild beasts it was nature, which also: 
abolished the pairing season and the Brighamite style of 
many women to one man, Then give glory to nature. 

p. 388. ‘This barrier removed, Evolution had still much to do 
to the other—the brevity of the time during which husband and 
wife remained together. What short work Nature had already made 
of this obstacle —by abolishing the pairing season—we have seen.” 

That’s how gentlemen were developed—the cat is now out 
of the bag. Think of a Christian teaching people that their 
forbears paired like swine and dogs! In that pairing season 
there were no Friday evenings, no courtships which some 
say is to marriage what wine is to vinegar following, Our 
author is an authority thereon; happily after the American 
students got it Scotland has the remnant. 

p. 389. ‘* Courtship with its vivid perceptions and quickened 
emotions is a great opportunity for Evolution.” 

Beware, O young lovers, as ye waltz on the edge of 
evolution! How know what ye may develop into? Perils 
environ Cupid’s victims. At first sight how majestic is our 
next sentence, but if analysed it evolves into the vanishing 

point. 


p. 437. ‘In that vast progression of Nature, that vision of all 
things from the first of time moving from low to high, from incom- 
pleteness to completeness, from imperfection to perfection, the mora} 
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nature recognises in all its height and depth, the eternal claim upon 
itself. Wholeness, perfection, love—these have always been re- 
quired of Man. But never before on the natural plane have they 
been proclaimed by voices so commanding, or enforced by sanctions 
so great and rational.” 


Do not mix systems but reason upon the evolutionary 
basis. Time being duration measured by man is not until 
man is. But man is here and his development is complete. 
What then becomes of that grandiose “ The first of time” ? 
Nor will “ from low to high” fare better. The argument is 
the low becomes high, but the fact is the low remains so 
while the high continue such. If lower organisms passed 
into higher, which former thereafter ceased, this caricature 
of reasoning might pass unchallenged, but they co-exist. 
From imperfection to perfection is no less absurd. See a 
enat on the trunk of anelephant, As to parts and junctions 
the insect is inferior to the quadruped, but is it imperfect ? 
Perfection is answering the intention of our Creator. Young 
thinkers may take that sentence about moral nature recog- 
nising the eternal claim of love as simply magnificent, 
whereas it is only folly, assuming man always had a moral 
nature, but on his principies men for millennia lived natur- 
ally like wolves, unable to sin, for there was no revealed 
law. The eternal claim can be made cnly by the Eternal. 
This book teaches we are raised like brutesand grow into 
goodness like oaks from acorns. ‘ The Ascent of Man” has 
IX. chap. on Evolution, X Involution, but should add XI. 
Revolution. Having dragged readers through ps. 400 of 
antagonism to revelation we expected a few wise words to 
finish off with. Are these wise ? 


p. 440. ‘*A religion which is Love and a Nature which is Love 
can never but be one.” 

Religion is a system, love is a principle, nature is God’s 
wisdom exhibited by laws. Religion can’t be love, nor can 
nature. Nothing can but God. Men and angels may be 
loving, but cannot be love. If sentient moral beings cannot, 
how can religion be ? how nature? This is done to natural- 
ise, materialise, at the expense of spiritualising and the 
supernatural, True religion is the obligation of men and 


48 


angels to their Creator, and this is systematised and shown 
in spontaneous obedience to His will. There can be no 
religion in any of those 444 pages, as there is no revelation. 
In his repulsive history of our race no law is given as the 
Lord God gave to Adam and Eve in Eden. When Professor 
Drummond lifts his veil we see gorillas in the jungle gener- 
ating primeval men and women, all anonymous, lawless, 
without laughter or song, living without marriage and dying 
without burial, poor homeless cannibals at war with wild 
beasts and each other, no one allowed to grow aged, for age 
brings weakness and the survival of the fittest, strongest, was 
over all. When they were murdered and eaten how were 
they fitted for a holy eternity? That any man should take 
years thinking that over and then prefer it to the Mosaic 
account is unaccountable. But what is it to teach that in 
two hemispheres to all sorts and conditions of men, but 
specially to theological students, so poisoning future 
churches? I defy any Drummondite to tell whether his 
Adam or Eve came first. What can he know of our origin 
when he does not so much as know whether the first human 
being was Male, Female, or Neuter: for he is fond of i, 
and his first hit might be an it. 
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ADAM AND EVE, 


JANUARY, 1895. 


IN the councils of the infinitely wise ones, Jehovah 
E ohim, the time came to introduce a creational novelty, 
unlike elohim ; the strong ones, angels, who were, so far 
as analogy teaches, created instantaneously in flaming ranks 
without federal head ; not subject to increase by birth or 
diminution through death, so unconnected that each stood 
in original purity, or fell therefrom by the awful possibill- 
ties of free will, but falling terminated in the apostate, not 
necessarily affecting another, for these were spirits unallied, 
fatally or gloriously by blood, wherefore to them the re- 
lationships of husband and wife, parent and child, were, and 
must forever be unexperienced. Animals had had animal 
birth proceeding from their like, living their varied span, 
but finally dying into nonenity ; but time now was to com- 
bine spirit like the sons of light and animal nature, so be- 
coming the sons of dust, whose spiritual part being moral 
must be immortal, whereas their material part would be as 
telegraphic wires to the electric fluid yet reproduced in 
immortal bodies after dreadful death necessitated return to 
native dust. This novel being would occupy the status 
of the last born of God, superior to angels, sons by creation 
and similitude as to moral goodness, yet inferior to Him, 
the Supreme, the Uncreated Son. Superior to the elohim, 
because in destined time He would invest this novel com- 
bination of two natures becoming Elder Brother to that 
novelty, a relationship as unknown in Heaven as federality 
or sacrifice. This new race was to come in relays of gener- 
ations, which would successively return to original dust 
until their ordained number should be perfected, when all 
would be raised from the dead in two companies after the 
ending of the earthly human drama, Such combination of 
spirit and matter would be the ultimatum of the Almighty, 
the omega of God, as He intended bodily alliance with that 
new creation, and exceeding Himself is unthinkable. 
Hence, whatever or whosoever occupies far distant worlds, 
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none equal the human or will in the unending future— 
When untold ages, cycles and exons of preparation had 
passed the occupation of the earth by mere animal ceased 
for the Lord God made Man in His own image, good and 
immortal, save that his outer garment might be folded in 
death to be placed away for renovation in resurrection 
beauty modelled on the Last Adam. God flashed Adam 
into creaturehood in an atom of time as He will the 
resurrected ones flowing from His loins. This new creation 
partook of those only known components of the universe 
spirit and matter—the first and the last so to be. The 
former relates him to God and angels (El and elohim), the 
latter allied him to animals, vegetables and inorganic mat- 
ter, so that in a sublime sense in him the Uncreated and 
the material of all forms of creation meet, When indi- 
vidualised he may become an incarnate angel or a demonised 
brute. The Supreme is Tri-Une, man, His image is tri- 
partite, from Father, Son, and Holy Ghost proceeding his 
body, soul and spirit. 


In mystery inscrutable, now and ever, his Maker is 
Jehovah Elohim, the Lord God. Lord answering to the 
nature of woman, a relationship of love, and God corres- 
ponding to man, masculine, strong as Vir: a man, a virile 
one ; Vir-go: a woman, a pure one. This relationship is 
elegantly symbolised by the Egyptian Sphinx, a combination 
of hinder part lion, signifying strength, terrible, and former 
part woman, meaning such strength guided by lovirg 
wisdom. On. that analogical basis Lord precedes God, 
love comes before the manifestation of strength. Creature 
- love makes strong. In the divine addenda to the Decalogue 
something of that kind is the case, as Lev. xix. 3, ‘ Ye 
shall fear every man, his mother and his father, and keep 
my Sabbaths: I am the Lord your God.” The Blessed 
began to give the law at 9 A.M, at the first Pentecost 
occupying till 3 P.M., but wrote the ten words in an atom 
of time, He, who is light, flashing like a sunbeam, the 
words on the two sides of a boulder Jying on the mountain 
side making the formula, “The Lord thy God,” the differ- 
entiator between the V. table I. and the Y. table II., so that 
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we associate cur mother and father with the Lord God,,. 
finishing table I. with a solemn combination of parentage 
the like unknowr to literature. From this divine fountain 
flows all forms of sexuality from its lowest manifestation in 
microscopic organisms up to the grand climacteiic: ‘‘ In: 
the image of God created He him : male and female created 
He them.” Every living creature has more or less of the 
Image, but Adam was The Image, while the Last Adam 
was The Express Image of the Father. Hence, and hence 
only, have we supernaturally and naturally the mystery of 
unity by marriage, as though two parts of the Indivisible 
were re-combined by love, reflecting the Lord God who is 
love. And though in our glorified body we shall not be 
married in the present sense of the word, because there will! 
no longer be the struggle to prevent by new births the 
gates of hell prevailing against our race, yet there will 
assuredly be the correspondents to men and women, as: 
‘Seraphim: love most (Lord, woman) ; Cherubim: know 
most” (God, man), and that for ever and ever. The fatal 
want of the Koran is Jehovah, Lord, having only Eloak 
Elohim, Allah, God which presents the Almighty as stern, 
righteous, unsympathetic, not more lovable than Paul's. 
righteous man. Rom. v.7. If we dare so state the case 
Lord brings up Godhead answering to the apostle’s good 
man, we can die for Him, for He died for us. Hence in 
Mahometanism there is an awful lack of affection, and, re- 
pudiating the blessed doctrine of the Blessed Trinity, they 
know not the Son, and so are not themselves sons; no 
Arab in prayer approaches God as his father. ‘‘ Whoso 
denieth the Son hath not the Father.” 


And now turn aside and see what light the study of 
language casts on the origin of man. The first of human. 
kind God calls Adam: ruddy, the only creature He ever 
made, or ever will, with a rosy cheek, the word is connected 
with dam : blood ; Damascus: red sandy soil ; Aceldama:. 
the acre of blood ; Edom: red at birth, whence Idumea, 
his country. Adam called his wife Chavah: the living 
one, type of the risen Lord, and “In him was life.” We 
vary Chavah to Eve, but her terminal ah, a, ¢, set the 
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fashion of the ages as to feminine endings, thus Adah, 
“illah, Sarah, Maria, Maggie, Graine, Effie. As our mother 
was made out of our father, so Ish: a man (Iscariot : man 
of Kirioth); Isha: a woman (Isis: Egyptian Eve). So 
Boer: a man; Moer: a woman; Puer (a pure boy) : a boy; 
Puella: a girl; Pais: a boy, one under instruction ; 
Pusilla: a little girl (whence pusillanimous: having the 
soul of pusilla). Also Lad: one lead, Laddess, Lass. 
Amongst the Greeks man was Anthropos: turning up the 
‘countenance—to his native home as brutes look to theirs. 
Whoever saw any animal star gazing? He is Homo being 
derived from Humus: the ground. The Saxons call him 
Man, allied to Mens: the mind, and Manus: the hand, for 
the only has a mind and a hand to manifest (manus) it. 
From his last name we have the braves called Allemans : 
all men; Allemand: Germany. From Ge we get Gigas 
(ge, geno): earth born, a giant ; Autochthon: earth sprung ; 
Aretz: earth, whence Erzeroum: country round Roum ; 
Rome, is conuected with Hera: earth, from which antiquity 
derived the telluric gods and powers Ares (Mars), Hermes 
(Mercury), Hera (Juno), Hero : earth born (whence Herod: 
son of a hero) ; Eros (Love, Cupid, as Venus from the sea- 
foam). From Ops (whence opaque): earth; Oppian: 
aucient, earth born, like Caius (ge), Caius, Keys: old as 
the hills, earth born. So from Terra: earth; Terentius: 
honourable by ancestry, so Tellus: the earth, gives Tully ; 
Tertullus: ancient of origin. In mythology the Greeks 
have Aphrodite spring in the perfection of beauty from 
-ocean-foam, and Minerva issuing in complete armour from 
the head of Jove as Eve from the side of Adam. Then in 
Edda mythology Odin makes primitive man from the ash 
(asc), and woman out of the e/m, hence the Teutons called 
aristocrats; Ascingas: sons of the ash, Adamites. So 
Askham (Roger): home near the sacred ash. 


How comes it that man being derived from brutes we 
have no hint, tradition, myth, or solitary word looking to- 
wards belluine ancestors? The words we give are double 
indicators showing (a) man isearth born, (0) that language 
runs in one groove from the beginning. Professor Drum- 
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mond teaches that man is from apes which were jungle 
frequenters, that millions of human beings were born and 
died before men spoke. His theory does not square with 
feminine endings and the structure of words. But he 
opposes poets as well as prophets. Ovid gives the Gulden 
Age as the first and best of human history, then degeneracy’ 
sets in with the Silver Age, followed by the Brazen, while. 
we, alas! live in the Iron Age. Professor Drummond 
starts with alloyed iron. The prophets point forth to a. 
millennium when He who wore thorns shall wear many 
diadems. There has not arisen one evolutionary poet who, 
under the inspiration of our great ancestral gorilla, struck 
his sounding wire to the glorious memory of our speechless. 
cannibal ancestor. ‘The Milton of development will yet. 


outshine great England’s greatest John describing the Adam. 
and Eve of Moses :— 


‘¢ Two of far nobler shape, erect and tall, 
God-like erect, with native honour clad 
In naked majesty seem’d lords of all. 
And worthy seem’d, for in their looks divine 
The image of their glorious Maker shone, 
Truth, wisdom, sanctitude, severe and pure. 
(Severe, but in true filial freedom placed), 
Whence true authority in man ; though both 
Not equal, as their sex not equal seemed : 
For contemplation he and valour formed ; 
For softness she, and sweet attractive grace ; 
He for God only, she for God in him ; 
His fair large front and eye sublime declar’d 
Absolute rule ; and hyacinthine locks 
Round from his parted forelock manly hung, 
Clust’ring, but not beneath his shoulders broad: 
She, as a veil down to the slender waist, 
Her unadorned golden tresses wore 
Dishevell’d but in wanton ringlets waved, 
As the vine curls her tendrils: which imply’d 
Subjection, but required with gentle sway.” 


An evolutionist says—What of that? We have nothing 
reliable there. True, but there is something admirable, 
whereas in developing man from monkeys we have nothing 
reliable or admirable. Nay, so unnatural is it that poets. 
cannot sing of primitive man generated by apes or their 
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congeners. But there must be an apparent division of the 
Indivisible. In an abysmal sense the Lord is divided from 
God by birth, becoming man. 
Deep sleep falls upon Adam in Eden, as Jesus slept in 
Joseph's Garden, came forth from the tomb, seen by a 
woman who forty hours before saw the blood of purification 
.and the water of cleansing come forth from the cut side, so 
‘Eve is built out of the side of the life-giving Adam, he is 
“her womb from which she proceeded as He from guarded 
‘tomb. The parts played in Eden were a dumb rehearsal 
of man’s salvational history. In the solemn allegory Adam 
_stood also for the World yet to flow from his loins, while 
“Eve stands for the Church. Asa rib to the body so Church 
to World. “ Fear not little flock,” as Gideon’s baptised sheep- 
_skin is to the dusty barn floor so Eve symbolises the ratio of 
redemption. Now this supposed sin for salvation cannot be 
without something to save from. But the primal two could 
have no offspring before they were mortal, for birth is a 
device to prevent death utterly destroying the race while 
it may the individual, yet they could not be mortal until 
‘sinful, unless by being ona level with brutes. The holy 
are blessedly immortal and need no offspring, while the 
long-lived have few children, eg, Adam 930 years, 3 sons, 
Noah 950, 3 sons. Eve is separated from the first Adam 
‘in night sleep but rejoins him on her marriage day, a dim 
figure of the woman, the Church, now divided from her 
longed-for Lord to be inseparably united to the Last Adam 
at the marriage supper of the Lamb. ‘Thou hast kept the 
good wine until now.” Neither Adam nor earth was the 
goal of the Perfect but Christ and Heaven. Jehovah's 
purpose began with our father but was finished in our 
Brother gathering all given, serving 33 years for Shelomith 
as Jacob 7 for Rachel. The drawn out will be loved of 
Him above the love of angels, as the bridegroom loves the 
bride more than servants. The ransomed will be the 
‘highest forms of sanctified organization in the universe of 
God and that for ever and ever. 
So Moses—how Drummond? He plants the Upas of 
F.C. teaching whereunder prophets, apostles, even poets 
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wither and perish. As there was no room in the inn for 
Jesus so there is no place for the Christ under its baleful 
influence, hence, though Professor Drummond’s book con- 
tains 444 pages Christ finds no place in one of them, is 
there unnamed. Only a Papist saint can breathe the poison 
exhaled, and so he introduces St. Francis. In his bio- 
graphic treasury had he no Protestant Saint? Perhaps he 
is better acquainted with the Church of the Inquisition 
than with the Scottish Worthies. 


HAIL ! LAST BORN OF TIME. 


The veil of 95 is being lifted by the Hand that rent the 
Veil of the Temple. At its dawn I salute my fellow 
soldiers in the Lord, praying that each may this year do 
some valiant thing for Jesus. As the Northern Lights 
-gladden them of Lapland, we of Scotland drink in spiritual 
joy from afar. Behold the Eastern Lights gleam upon us 
_ through the Pearly Gate. Brother, forward! Fight on ! 


“To, He Comss !” 
‘“‘ HALLELUJAH.” 
‘s AMEN.” 


(il 


PROFESSOR DRUMMOND ON THE 
ORIGIN OF LANGUAGE. 


FEBRUARY, 1895. 


EXCEPT inferentially no man knows how we became 
speakers. Hence the origin of language is less a 
subject of science than is its structure and power to express. 
the varied relationships of humanity to internal and ex- 
ternal worlds—mind and matter—for science is silent when 
doubtful. By language we mean the rational and articulate: 
utterance of one person to another. No man knows how 
he speaks any more than how he thinks or dreams. There 
is hardly room to doubt that when God made man He 
endowed him with the faculty of speech and thereafcer 
conversed with His last born son and, probably a year 
after, with His first born daughter; so starting our race 
with a vocabulary which by inspiration they enlarged 
through conversation with Him and each other, also 
by naming the various objects brought under observation 
in organic life, then scenery, passing events, and their 
emotions. From the One the two were supplied, from the 
two many received their patrimony of words to enlarge, 
corrupt, or lose, but not to improve. We cannot improve 
those God-derived words, but we may improve upon them 
by addition to them and derivation from them. We may 
as well claim eyes to be a discovery as language. Ancient 
languages are more complicated than modern, ¢.g., Sanscrit, 
Celtic, Greek, etc., than English, German, Italian. How 
could savages construct what trained intellects often break 
down in attempting to master !—With so brief a preface I 
present Professor Drummond’s theory commenting where 
advisable :— 

p. 191. ‘ What brought about this sudden rise of intelligence in 
Man? there is a wonderful unanimity among men of science as to the 


answer. It came about, z¢ zs swpposed, in connection with ¢he acgué- 
sition by Man of the power to express his mind, 7.e., to speak.” 


Compare that with— 
p. 195. ‘* The faculty of Speech was no sudden gift.” 
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So then the power to speak was not a sudden gift but a 
sudden acquisition. I commonly think of a gift as sudden. 
Is it not a pity he does not tell how speech was acquired ? 
Man had brains for 60,000 years and yet was silent ; when 
all of a sudden he began to speak. Why? I can imagine 
one may be a genius, but all mankind is meant. To tell 
me about a consensus of opinion among savants and then 
say, ‘it is supposed ” may do for Lowell students, but not 
for those loyal to common-sense. 


p. 192. ‘*That discovery was Language. Many animals had hit 
upon an imperfect form of this discovery ; but man alone succeeded in 
improving it up to a really paying point,” 

I demand contempt for the expression ‘“‘ Animals had hit 
upon.” Their bleating, howling, croaking, to be termed 
mental hits! I invite wonder at the weakness of professorial 
reasoning in calling the power to speak a discovery, as 
well say that of weeping, laughing, sneezing. Though 
allowing we can invent words, also improve their expression, 
I deny we can improve language, we may our language, 
even a language, but not language, except we be Professor 
Drummonds, when— 

p. 195. ‘* Before Homo sapiens was evolved he must have been 
preceded by Homo alalus, the non-speaking man who had to make 


words, and beginning with dumb signs and inarticulate cries to build 
up a body of Language word by word as the body was built cell by cell.’ 


He makes savages into lexicographers, nay, sets them to 
do what scholars cannot accomplish. They can no more 
make languages than doctors can infants. If man’s vocab- 
ulary was built word by word as the body cell by cell, yet 
that body was born suddenly and could only have the 
faculty of speech suddenly. The Professor confuses the 
expression of words with the faculty of language, as though 
one should confuse the seeing of certain objects with the 
faculty of sight. Man’s Father gave him a verbal outfit 
and His inspiration applied as necessities arose, while 
under instruction supplied his needs. To teach that God 
left His offspring untaught savages for 60,000 years, is 


high-handed blasphemy. 
E 
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p. 197. ‘‘ We place ourselves in the primeval forest with early man, 
in touch with the actual scenes in which he lived.” 

This assumes men were all jungle savages, which is not 
only unproved but can be disproved. Man being that 
grass would still grow on the mountains but the Cerealian 
- Grasses, wheat, barley, oats, rye, would have perished from 
the plains. Uncultivated they decay wherefore some men 
in all generations must have been farmers or gardeners, and 
hence not savages. Say the Cerealian Grasses were de- 
veloped from common grasses and you make Professor 
- Prummend’s savages cleverer than florists now. Savages 
- still are and probably have been from a few generations 
after the Flood, before which, men’s lives were not counted 
by decades, as now, but centuries, wherefore they were not 
savages, as they cannot count centuries, stopping at ten. 
At the earliest dawn of Profane History men are seen as 
politicians, architects, sculptors, musicians, and all unmis- 
takably religious. Sacred History makes the case without 
reply, as it gives 42 generations trom the first Adam to the 
Last, without a cannibal break in the seed royal. 

p. 197. ‘*To make Speech and fit it into a man is less’ miraculous 
than to fit a man to make speech.” ? 

There is novelty about making Speech and fitting it into 
an individual as women do collars into shirts, that deserves 
‘ Honourable Mention” at the next Exhibition of Lunatics. 
For ‘to make speech” read speak. 

p. 200. ** Any means by which information is conveyed is Language. 
And Language existed from the day that animals began to live together. 
Among ants, perhaps the most social of the lower animals, this power 
is so perfect that they are not merely endowed witha few generai signs, 
but seem to be able to convey information upon mattters of detail,” 

Imagine a scholar, in cool blood, writing about language 
without words and revising it for two years, nay, descending 
to the dismal drivel of speaking about the language of ants, 
attributiug language to brain development and predicating 
it to brainless ants. I insist upon being told how ants 
could be “ endowed with a few general signs.” I can un- 
derstand being endowed with the power to make signs, for 
I am an Orangeman. What was the power shown by 
Professor Drummond when penning this :— | 
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p. 203. ‘* The eloquence which enthralls the legislators of St. 
Stephen ’s originated in the voices of the forest and the activities of the 
ant-hill.”’ 


p. 205. ‘* Language is clearly a matter of imitation.” 


To which latter we agree. Then how long must men 
listen to jungle sounds and ant-hills to learn a language ? 
As well say herds learn speech from steers. But if God 
conversed with Adam and Eve, as Moses tells, the ees 
is done with. 

D.. 200. “To utter the hereditary and primitive language requires 
no prompting.” 

Which is hereditary? My father spoke English. Say, 
when I was a year old he had me brought up in Lyons, is 
it not presumable I would speak French by imitation ? 
According to Professor Drummond I would talk English on 
hereditary principles. Should he say English is too modern 
to be hereditary, I ask what language comes by parentage ? 
His logical answer is The primitive. I then ask which? 
which knocks him out of Homo verbosus into Homo alalus. 
If hereditary, what becomes of “‘ Language is a matter of 
imitation.” In that case there would be no more need to 
teach children their mother tongue than to teach cocks how 
to crow. Moreover, if hereditary there would be one 
language only. 

p. 212. ‘*A sign language is of no use when one savage is at one 
end of a wood’and his wzfe at the other, He must now roar; and 
to make his roar explicit, he must have a vocabulary of roars, and ofall 
shades of roars.” 

I commend that savage to the sympathy of all civilized 
husbands whose wives are always shopping. My head 
aches. Have so tried to think of an implicit roar, but only 
got to silent thunder. As well make speeches in the dark 
by means of the dumb alphabet as cannibals gesticulate to 
cannibalesses with wood between. O, what difficulties we 
came through to reach that telegraph office ! 


age 3 214. ‘The child who says Jdow-wow for dog is an authority on 
the origin of human speech. Its father when he talks of the do07 of 
the cannon is following in the wake of the inventors of language.” 


The Professor forgets that parents teach bairns to say 
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bow-wow for a dog. Not ignorant of tbe high importance 
society attaches to expressions like, “ An authority on the 
origin of human speech,” is it not near upon childishness, 
attributing that to a child? Language here appears in a 
new part—an invention, having told usit is of imitation, a 
discovery, was hereditary. After considerable research I 
discovered it was invented by a clique of experts who ran 
it by asyndicate. Then he falls foul on Archbishop Trench— 

p. 226. ‘**Who had said the answer to the enquiry how language 
arose is : God gave man language as He gave hin reason, and because 
He gave him reason; for what is man’s word but his reason coming 
forth that it may behold itself? They are indeed so essentially one and 
the same that Greek has one word for both. God gave him language 
because he could not be man, a social being, without it.” 

Logos : reason, discourse, speech, gives logic: the art of 
reasoning, and all those words ending in o/ogy, as analogy, 
biology, conchology, etc. John calls his Lord Logos, the 
Word of God, as we say we have word meaning a letter 
from afar telling us the intentions and actions of those who 
love us. Christ was the personal Word as that letter is the 
written word. Archbishop Trench gives his opinion as to 
why man speaks—he is rational. Professor Drummond 
states his—he invented speech, got it by imitation, dis- 
covered it, inherited it. I dare to say speech is essential 
to the sons of God, given that His rational and moral off- 
spring may commune with Him and converse with each 
other. None but God’s sons zx esse or 77 Zosse sons, who are 
or have been or may become such, possess the faculty of 
language, they may speak mechanically as the parrot, 
which is no more language than a brass button is a minted 
sovereign, but not rationally. Satan spoke in the snake, 
the Spirit in Balaam’s ass. As well attribute mathematical 
faculties to pigs as speech to brutes or ants. If any 
creature have not sonship it will ultimately be deprived of 
speech power. Hell means silence, Heaven means song 
and converse. The damned will be dumb, the redeemed 
will tell to their Father and brother, while the wicked will 
be silent in darkness. Death and darkness are separators. 
Hell is sy mbolised by a rebel, like Lot’s wife, surrounded by 
gloom, Heaven by an innumerable company of His 
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children. N.B.—When Professor Drummond tried to 
controvert Trench he was not trenchant enough. 

p. 229. ‘‘ As the material world is resolved by chemists into sixty- 
eight elements, so all the words in each of the three or four great 
groups of Language, etc,” 

That ov is fatal to all pretensions to science showing that 
the arrangement three ovr four is arbitrary. What does 
science cognise of things arbitrary ? of what may be or may 
not? Besides, it shows that Professor Drummond does 
not know whether the groups of languages are three or 
four, yet he knows how language was discovered, hit upon, 
invented, and how it is inherited. 

p. 233. ‘*Man learned to speak because he could not convey 
thoughts to his w/e at the other side of the wood. It was space that 
made him speak.” 

Behold, Professor Drummond trotteth out his pet savage 
again. Does Scientia here speak, or Joe Miller? Why 
not drop his wife a post-card! Let Professor Drummond 
answer that like a man. Wife implies civilization, and 
some add religion, but here the actors are two, viz, a 
cannibal and his promiscuous cannibaless. Who sees a 
wedding? It takes years to learn a language, but that 
savage, who had never been at a Continuation School, 
learned one that he might communicate with his wife 
through a mile of jungle. What one? ‘‘Space made him 
speak,” as it. does dogs at the wall foot when cats are at 
the top, proving that savages, cannibalesses, dogs and cats, 
form one organic system, each evolved out of the other. 


p. 234. ‘* Telepathy has already become a word for thought-read- 
ing, or muscle-reading, but a scientific word. It means ‘the ability of 
‘one mind to impress or be impressed by another mind, otherwise than 
through the recognised channels of sense.’ ” 


So far as correctness is concerned that paragraph is all 
askew. Had he said:—The words ¢/e: distant, and 
pathos : feeling, are combined, forming telepathy, which is 
the recognised technical term to express intercommunica- 
tion of persons at a distance from each other, otherwise 
than etc. it might pass. Letting the grammar go, and what 
a vast advance have we upon that anonymous savage on 
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the wrong side of the wood compelled to speak to an un- 
adorned lady, while to-day we rejoice in the telepathic 
Stead conversing a hundred miles away with the Countess. 
It shall he my care to have muscle-reading taught to 
Standard VI. in our Glasgow Board Schools. 3 

p. 238. ‘‘ With a brain of so many cubic inches, and so many 
pounds, we have intelligence. All below is animal.” 

Here the hoof of materialism is manifested. Yet the 
whole thing is not from a materialistic point of view. 
Ants and bees show more intelligence without brains than 
sheep and cows with. Should his statement not end with 
only, as man too is animal? Thereafter, to prove that 
language is not of gift but development, he presents the 
most comic part of this grotesque book on how birds put 
themselves out of the running and so lost the opportunity 
of becoming men, but of that we say nothing more having 
previously adverted to that fully developed joke, yet ask 
readers to believe the nearest approach to a delineation 
of the lost world I have met with in a professedly scientific 
work is Professor Drummond’s representing the earth 
covered with speechless cannibals for 60,000 years. How he 
glorifies Moses by showing that rejecting the inspired 
historian you necessarily produce something vastly inferior. 
That is his penalty for banishing Adam, Eve, Paradise, Abel 
and Enoch. If he be asked what man invented language ? 
o1, when he flourished? Professor Drummond will be tetanus 
stricken, or, as operatives put it, will have a bad attack of 
lock jaw. Ignorant of who or when how can he be ‘ An 
authority on the origin of human speech?” Time was 
when the world fed on opinions, now it hungers for facts. 
Our Professor is as rich as Rothschilds in opinions but 
poor as Lazarus, not in facts, of which he gives many of 
the sort, but of reliable and relevant facts. 


DRUMMONDITE REMNANTS, 


WHEN the ambition of our Professor led him to pose as 
a scientist, he must needs use the technicalities of his 
newly entered brotherhood. Of such he frequently draws 
ou altruism, a word having a queer out-landish sound. It 
was originally used by Herbert Spencer half a generation 
ago. We shall endeavour to make the word plain, and say 
somewhat on its use in ‘‘The Ascent of Man.” Every one 
has met with the words alteration : another change ; ulterna- 
twe: a course instead of another; the first part of those 
words alter means another, whence is derived altruism - re- 
gard for others held by Professor Drummond as a kind of 
opposite to egoism from ego: I, whence Lgotist: one con- 
tinually saying I, so that it carries the meaning of self- 
regarding. In his book Professor Drummond falls into the 
error of calling self-regarding selfishness, but self-regard is 
selfishness only when its action is at the expense of others. 
Then he runs the word altruism as the special attribute of 
females handing over egoism to males. This culminates in 
maternal affection for babies, whereby savage mothers be- 
come gentle and win their men to better ways, whence came 
civilization, note—not salvation, for though the men were 
' cannibals they could not be sinners, forasmuch as was it 
not natural to satisfy hunger? And they did not violate 
the commandment ‘ Thou shalt not kill” (thy fellow), the 
law not having been given to them, and where no law, no 
sin. But this winning over savages by babies is very 
chi'dish, being contrary to the experience of mankind. 
Who ever heard of infants winning cannibals to civilization ? 
And who has not heard of infanticide? Are we not aware 
that associations are formed and laws passed in all civilized 
communities to protect children from brutal fathers and 
mothers? Running this absurd theory, he glorifies the 
bitch above the dog, the mare above the horse, women 
above men. It drove him to write— 

p. 369. ‘* Among the Carnivora the brief span of infancy admits 


of the mother learning a little love, the father, for the want of even 
so brief a lesson, remains untouched, so that the mother has often to 
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hide her offspring from him lest they should be devoured. Love then 
had no chance till the Human Mother came.” 

Note carefully the absurdity of applying to flesh-eating 
wild beasts such words as infancy, mother, love, father, and 
him, when we should say it, ‘Then from these female 
beasts he works up a human baby whereupon he falls into 
an ecstacy and evolves an ideal family gazing upon which 
he gives judgment as follows :— 

p. 407. “Ina far truer sense than Raphael produced his ‘ Holy 
Family ’ (Jesus, Mary, Joseph), nature has produced a Holy Family. 
Not for centuriés, but for millenniums the Family has survived. 


Time has not tarnished it ; no later art has improved upon it; nor 
genius discovered anything more lovely; nor religion anything 


more divine.” 

All who have groped their way into Standard V. see or 
feel this is sheer rot. Raphael produced no Holy Family, 
but the picture of the Supreme Family of all the families of 
the earth. “The Family has survived.” Which? He 
must mean the ideal family, When he wrote—‘ Time has 
not tarnished it,” he ought to have blushed, well knowing 
that many families have been so wicked that it is unwise to 
give their black record ; but when he tells us that religion 
has produced nothing more divine than Nature has, is that 
not preferring the outcome of the jungle to the holy families 
of Bethlehem and Bethany ? 


N.B.—That Professor Drummond shows his bias by typo- 
graphy, making Mother, Love, Nature, Family to sport 
capitals, but father, religion, divine, make shift on smalls, 
Why does he, a Cleric, forsake the more healthy and 
honourable word charity for that sickly miserable altruism ? 


Oh, but you could not apply charity to wild beasts, not even 
to their females. Just so. 


Lang Syne. 


p. 75. ‘Whence that jirst cradle came is at present no matter. 
Whether zts remote progenitor rocked among the waves of primeval 
seas, or swung from the boughs of forests, long since metamorphosed 


into coal, does not affect the question of the individual ascent of 
Man.” 


In the name of amazement what does the author mean ? 
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I should no more think of giving the pedigree of a cradle 
than stating the ancestry of a boiler. But what meaneth 
he by something swinging from the boughs before coal was 
formed? Monkeys were not guilty of tree climbing before 
the Carboniferous Period. Howbeit Professor Drummond 
must have oceans of time for that patriarchal monkey to 
breed cradles. 


Limited Space. 


p. 77. ‘* Each individual man has once in his own life time 
occupied a single cell.” 

The Professor is extremely liberal with his time, but 
very conservative of his space. I had clean forgotten the 
undoubted fact that one time my suite of apartments were 
abridged to a cell no bigger than a star floating on the 
kale-pot, and now I have bloomed into a thirteen stoner. 
Will he squeeze me back into that single cell? What a 
a sell! 7s 6d. 


Crandiloquent Rubbish. 


But though Professor Drummond crowded me into “a 
single cell,” it cost a good deal to run it up. 

p. 96. ‘To make the first cell possible, stellar space required to 
be swept of matter, suns must needs be broken up, and planets 
cool, the agents of geology had to labour for millennia at the un- 
finished earth to prepare a material resting-place for the coming 
guest. Consider all this, and judge if Creation could have a sublimer 
meaning, or the human race possess a more splendid genesis.” 

What a sublime idea, “space swept of matter!” That 
would be something like a big hole. Think of suns being 
broken up like old ships’ hulks! Those agents of 
geology had to work away to turn the earth out 
in contract time, and did it. Let me inform the 
gentleman that all be has said is just as true of 
pigs as men. It is not our glory to be created, for we 
share that with vipers, but to be the offspring of God, 
whereas he makes us the outcome of the gorilla. 


Acrobat Babies. 
In order to familiarise our mind with the charming idea 
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that we -have poor relations dwelling in the jungle, Pro- 
fessor Drummond writes in the following fascinating style : 


p. 100... ‘‘On the theory that human beings were once allied in 
habit as well as in body with some of the apes, that they probably 
lived in trees, and that baby-men clung to their climbing mothers 
as baby-monkeys do to-day, Dr. Louis Robinson prophesied that a 
baby’s power of grip might be found comparable in strength to that 
of a young monkey atthe same period of development. Having 
special facilities for such an investigation he tested a large number 
of just-born infants with reference to this particular. Now although 
most people have some time or other been seized in the awful grasp 
of a baby, few have any idea of the atnormal power locked up in 
the tentacles of this human octopus. Dr. Robinson’s method was 
to extend to infants, generally of one hour old, his finger or a_ 
walking stick to imitate the branch of a tree, and see how long they 
would hang without any other visible means of support. Dr Robin- 
son recorded upwards of sixty cases in which the children were 
under a month old, and in half of these the experiment was tried 
within an hour of birth :—‘ In all instances but two the child was 
able to hang on to the finger, or a small stick three quarters of an 
inch in diameter, by its hands like an acrobat from a horizontal bar, 
and sustain the whole weight of its body for at least ten seconds. 
In twelve cases, in infants under an hour old, half a minute passed 
before the grasp relaxed, and in three or four nearly a minute. 
When about four days old I found that the strength had increased, 
and that nearly all, when tried at this age, could sustain their 
weight for half a minute. About a fortnight or three weeks after 
birth the faculty appeared to have attained its maximum, for several 
at this period succeeded in hanging for over a minute and a half, 
two for just over two minutes, and one infant of three weeks’ old 
for two minutes thirty-five seconds. In one instance, in which the 
performer had less than one hour’s experience of life, he hung by both 
hands to my forefinger for ten seconds, and then deliberately let go 
with his right hand (as if to seek a better hold), and maintained his 
position for five seconds more by the left hand only.” 


Dear reader I’m sure you were all of a tremble lest that 
dreadful Dr. Robinson would put those poor newly-born 
babes on the flying trapeze. If that fellow comes prowling 
round Jane Street I shall birr for the policeman, have him 
taken hefore Bailie Chisholm charged with cruelty to 
animals, and get a jury of mothers to sit on him and his 
case. Still we must allow that is teaching the young idea 
how to climb. | op 


Quadruman Baby. 
After Professor Drummond gives that affecting scene of 
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the acrobatic two-handed hour-olders holding on like young 
heroes, he adorns “‘ The Ascent of Man” from Mr, Wallace’s 
work, ‘‘Malay Archipelago” of a baby orang-outang, 
whose mother he shot. ‘‘ This little creature was only 
about a foot long, and had evidently been hanging to its 
mother when she first fell. When restlessit would struggle 
about with its hands up in the air trying to find something 
to take hold of, and when it had got a bit of stick or rag wv: 
two cr three of its hands, seemed quite happy. For want of 
something else, it would often seize its own feet, and after a. 
time it would constantly crop its arms, and grasp with each 
hand the long hair that grew just below the opposite 
shoulder. The great tenacity of its grasp soon dimished, 
and I was obliged to invent some means to give it exercise 
and strengthen its limbs. For this purpose I made « short 
ladder of three or four rounds, on which I put it to hang 
for a quarter of an hour at atime. At first it seemed 
much pleased, but it could not get all jour hands in a com- 
fortable position, and, after changing about several times, 
would leave hold of one hand after the other and drop on 
to the floor. Sometimes when hanging only by two hands, 
etc.” Of course the similarity of action between the human 
babies and the orang-outang baby is too plain to need 
emphasizing, but Imustsay, thoughall men allow Mr. Wallace 
to be a brilliant scientist, does he not talk nonsense in 
applying the superior term hand, when he ought to say 
paw? How could that young monkey have four hands and 
seize its own feet? Only by being first cousin to Professor 
Drummond’s octopus. Man is bi-mana, and though every 
scholar on the earth used the expression quadrumana he 
would be wrong thus far, that no animal is four-handed as. 
man is two-handed. Animals have paws, claws, flippers, 
fins, etc., but the human is a perfect contrast to any of 
these. Our Professor’s reason for patronising this touching 
episode in the life of an orang-outang is quite transparent, 
but what should we say if Dr. Robinson had stated that his. 
athletic infants hung on by their paws? Now, Wallace has 
no more right to term the paws of a monkey hands, than 
the Dr, had to call the hand ofa baby a paw. Those who hunt. 
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by scent smell a conspiracy to bring human beings down to 


the level of repulsive beasts, and correspondingly raise 
brutes to our level. 


The Missing Link. 


Darwin saw the gulf between monkey and man was so 
great it could hardly be asserted, but thought that gulf 
might be partially bridged, if not completely, by a being 
midway as to organisation between apes and humanity, 
which imaginary creature is usually known as the missing 
link. Of course he or it was hunted for by paleontologists 
and students of geology as for hidden treasure, in the 
absurd hope some fossil of it would turn up, whereby the 
Opinion of our being of brute origin would be considerably 
strengthened. Scientists knew too much to risk its de- 
scription, knowing that human imagination is unequal to 
the conception of any animal besides those known. It was 
very distressing when this hemi-human, so much wanted, 
declined to face the foot-lights, And here I demand ad- 
miration for the boldness of Drummond who out-darwinned 
Darwin by doing without the great desideratum. Hear 
him from 


p. 120. ‘* About the sixth month the human fietus is often 
thickly covered with somewhat long dark hair over the entire body, 
except the soles of the feet and palms of the hands, which are like- 
wise bare in all quadrumanous animals. This covering, which is 
called the /anugo, and sometimes extends even to the whole fore- 
head, ears, and face, is shed before birth. So that it appears to be 
useless for any purpose other than that of emphatically declaring 
man a child of the monkey.” 

The only error in that paragraph is the lanugo is useless 
save for showing our Simian origin. I did not allow mine 
to be wasted, but used it on wet days finding it waterproof. 
But the course of true love never does smooth, and so it 
turned out with my lanugo, for vulgar persons said instead 
of the mantle of a prophet I wore one of an ape. That cut 
off my aping prophets, did me out of much sleep, but I 
have no ill-will to the Professor on that account. 


Corilla-Footed. 
Monkey is indefinite and great minds love exactitude ; so 
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then Professor Drummond was not content with his lanugo 
proof as it merely showed we come from some monkey 
without which being known. Having hit the target he 
went at the bulls-eye and hit thus. 

‘‘ Club foot is simply gorilla foot—a case of the arrested develop- 
ment of a character whfch apparently came along the line ctf the. 
direct Simian stock.” ~ 

Yon fellow that is gorilla-footed may bless his stars he 
carries ancestry only in his understandings, he might have: 
been evolved gorilla all over. 


A Little Mixed. 


Just when our learned author was settling down to the 
orilla, pure and simple, another animal courted attention, 
and he fell to and made a queer blend, that which is our 
proper Adam becomes a conundrum. He says: 
p. 129. ‘* The hand of the Chimpanzee is in all essentials identical 
with Man’s.” 

Having turned out a man with a gorilla foot, he now 
turns out a chimpanzee with a human hand. We can now 
dispense with the Magi coming from the East, as we raise 
the article at home. O, Henry Magus! O!! 


He Disparageth the Body. 


How a Christian could coolly write about that highest. 
reach of organization now or hereafter, the human body, I 
utterly fail to understand. I have seen men and women at 
whom I could untiringly gaze, so handsome, so beautiful. 
No intellect of earth can conceive of anything more engag- 
ing than the perfected human form. Thus he relieves 
himself : 

p. 130. ‘* The fact is, in one aspect the body to Intelligence is. 
all but an absurdity. One is almost ashamed to have one. The idea. 
of having to feed z¢, and exercise 7¢,and humour 7, and put 7¢ away 
in the dark tosleep, fo carry it about with one everywhere, and not only- 
zt but 7s wardrobe—other material things to make this material 
thing warm, or keep 7/ cool—the whole situation is a comedy.” 

Professor Drummond is unhappy because when he goes to. 
the railway station he cannot unhook the nuisance from 
himself and hand it in with 2d. to the Left Parcels’ Office. 


Comfort him, O, ye professors. Console his troubled spirit ; 
say to him, Evolution has done much for you and may yet 
develop you into divisible sections. Why 7 the human 
body and speak of brutes in terms of humanity? Which he 
contradicteth. 

That paragraph seemed to show that he was huffed at his 
body, and the two don’t now speak, but rational bodies aye 
‘come to. Happily by when p, 143 was reached he also 
reached a better frame of mind and atones for speaking. in 
terms contumelious and apologises thus : 3 ; 


‘Anatomy places Man at the head of all other animals ; but 
what is infinitely more instructive with him the series ends. Man 
‘is not only the highest branch, but the highest possible branch.” 

Having held him up as contemptible he fiddles on another 
string to glorify man. And he a Christian owes the know- 
ledge of that to anatomy. Well, I too know it and owe it 
to my Bible. When God incarnated Himself is it imagin- 
able that some development may arise that shall excel the 
‘model of God, the last Adam ? 


Who Signalled Halt ? 


After repentance set in for depreciating the body 
Professor Drummond piles compliments upon it as seen 

p. 145. ‘Never was Man’s body greater than with this sentence 
-of suspension passed on it, and never was Evolution more wonderful 
-or more beneficent than when the signal was given to stop working 
at his animal frame.”’ 

I had often wondered how the signal was given to 
Purgatory to cease burning a soul, but before I find that out a 
new puzzle stares me in the face—how the signal was given 
to stop working at man’s organization? I can answer for 
boats nearing the Broomielaw, etc. I am disconcerted too 
‘when told about man’s body being greater at one time than 
another. In my feeble way of thinking if our body was less 
it would not be our body because our body (ideally) must 
‘be perfect. 


More Fustian a/ias Rot. 


p. 147. ‘* At last Evolution had culminated in a creation go 
-complex and exalted as to form the foundation for an inconceivably 
loftier super-organic order. The moment an organism was reached 
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through which thought was possible, nothing more was required of 
matter. The body washighenough. Organic Evolution might now 
even resign its sovereignty of the world ; zt had made a thing which 
was now its master. Henceforth Man should take charge of Evolu- 
tion even as up till now he had been the one charge of it. Hence- 
forth his selection would replace Natural Selection ; his judgment 
guide the struggle for life ; his will determine for every plant upon 
the earth, whether it shall bloom or die ; for every animal, whether 
it shall increase, or change, or die. So man entered into his 
kingdom.” 7 

Pray note resign its sovereignty. Nothing less than a 
person can be a king. Think ofa cleric writing ‘7 had 
made a thing.” What a change is indicated by man taking 
charge of evolution which before had taken charge of him. 
How? Man is then deified—every plant and animal he is 
to regulate. Well try him with the locust of the air or the 
fish of the sea. Remember not one fish per million is 
caught by man. The Psalmist—Psalm viii.—does not put 
it in the absolute form as here—man to regulate each as to 
increase, change, or death. The greater part of the earth 
and sea are as yet uncontrolled in the form presented 
by Professor Drummond. 


Man Deified. 
If this is not the apotheosis of man after running him 
down, language goes for nothing. 


p. 148. ‘* Man alone was the Alpha and Omega of Creation, the- 
beginning and the end of Matter, the final goal of life.”’ ° 

Then how was it that he was a dumb cannibal for 60,000 
years? All life blending in and bending towards a naked 
savage ! 


The nearest he gets to the Holy Spirit. 
p. 150. « Finally man stands alone in the foreground, and a new 
thing, Spirit, strives within him.” 
What is meant by Spirit? When was that ? 
The Jungle Cradle. 


p. 151. ‘* It was ages before Lucretius, Lamarck, or Darwin, that 
Maternity, bending over the hollowed cradle in the forest for a first 
smile of recognition from her babe, expressed the earliest tiust in the 
<loctrine of development. Every mother since then is an unconscious 
Evolutionist, and every little child a living witness to ascent.” 
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Maternity is a condition, and a condition would look 
queer hanging over acradle. Think of a female savage 
trusting in the doctrine, not the facts, of development. 
How could she be an unconscious Evolutionist thousands of 
years before evolution was heard of? How charmingly 
vague is “every little child is a living witness to ascent” be- 
cause it grows; but so is every young crocodile or tiger 
according to his theory. There is something very taking 
in the thought of little children being witnesses for develop- 
ment. Yes, it is a little childish. 


Logic Slaying. 

p. 132. ‘* Man when he sees with difficulty does not now improve 
his Eye ; he puts on a pince-nez. Spectacles—external eyes—have 
superseded Evolution.” 

I venture to affirm that not one person per myriad of 
the human race wears spectacles. How would that stop 
development in the majority? When did man improve 
his eyes, man used generically? Can we term inanimate 
matter eyes? Can the artificial be more than imitation 


of ? 
Proof of Unbelief in Revelation. 


After speaking of the astronomical telescope and photo- 
graphic lens, Professor Drummond delivers himself after 


this sort :— 

p. 134. ‘* How long would it take Organic Evolution to arrive at 
an eye of such amazing quality and power? And with such a piece 
of mechanism available, who, rather than employ it even to the 
neglect of his organs of vision, would be content to await the pos- 
sible attainment of an equal perfection by his descendants some 
million years hence ?”’ 

When a man has musical powers he can use them or not 
as he will, but if had eyes of telescopic and photographic 
power they would be ruinous. The eye is adapted for 
this state, the Professor Drummond eye for no state. After 
ideally ruining the eye, he says a man ‘ would be content. 
to await the possible attainment of an equal perfection by 
his descendants some million years hence.” How can any 
man await for this undesirable so-called perfection a million 
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years? Let Methuselah take a seat far away back. Had 
he said hope for, or expect there would be, we might then 
nod assent. Does not his use of million show that he ex- 
pects society to go on as now for that awful period? The 
prophets since human rebellion began have threatened con- 
cerning that day, though many say He delays His coming ; 
but what would the sceptic say did he know that He would 
not be here in a million years and-many more? How 
shall we now pray “Thy kingdom come,” with the influ- 
ential I’.C. teaching He will not be here in that amazing 
period? According to savants mankind will be frozen out 
long before that. Peter says, epistle ii,, cap. iii. 7, the 
world will be burnt. Frost or fire will it be a million years 
hence ? 


Charming Error. 


There are many sincere admirers of our author’s style, 
who, because of the rythmetic flow of sonorous language, 
swear by his compositional powers. Do such ever consider 
whether his words are correct? To me his writings are 
like bridescake combined with gravel, ¢.9. 

p. 184. ‘‘It (the Photographic Kye) caz see where the human 
Eye sees nothing ; ¢t can distinguish certain objects with far greater 
clearness and definition ; 7t can instantly detect changes too sudden 
for the human to follow ; 7¢ can look steadily for hours without grow- 
ing tired ; and zt can record what it sees, with accuracy.” 


Six times it is unfairly used. Can we attribute personal 
powers and human attributes to the work of an artist? 
Similar dishonesty pervades his 444 pages as when he 
assigns human relationships to mere animals as seen— 

p. 100. ‘* When Man left the ocean—or what was to develop in- 
to Man—/e took more ashore with him than a shell. Instead of 
crawling ashore at the worm stage, e remained in the water until 
he evolved into something like a fish, &c.” 

Think of a scholar applying those personal pronouns to 
worms and fishes. But the dishonesty does not stop there, 
for as he uses fe and fim where there should be 7, so where 
there should be passive verbs active are substituted. Thus 
‘‘to develop” should be was developed, and ‘‘he evolved” 
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ought to read ¢t was evolved. Moreover when the unwary 
read ‘‘ he evolved into something like a fish” he is in peril 
of supposing that Professor Drummond could describe that 
animal, but he can no more do that than the policeman on 
his beat. A young untaught fellow writing an essay after 
this manner would get a severe handling in a Bible Class 
discussion, yet not a word must be said when Professors 
violate grammar and honour. Is it honourable to lead 
readers to infer you know what you are as ignorant of as 
a Chinese baby? Should I not be guilty of gross cowardice 
knowing this to be so, and yet afraid to warn the im- 
perilled ? 


Yankee Hyperbole. 


p. 136. ‘‘In an age of vehicles and locomotives the lower limbs 
find their occupation almost gone. For mere muscle, that on which 
his whole life once depended, Man has now hardly any use.” 

So far fiction, now for fact. In civilized countries, and 
only to such can this apply, there are ten athletes to one 
when I was a boy sixty years ago, See the football and golf 
clubs, note the foot racing, rowing, cycling, dancing, shinty, 
skating, &c., &c., and then be told that men have now 
little use for their understandings ! 


Mr. Romanes asks by the approbation of Professor 
Drummond. 


p. 155. *‘Is it conceivable that the human mind can have arisen 
by way of a natural genesis from the ménds of the higher quadru- 
mania ? I maintain not only that this is conceivable, but inevitable.’’ 


So then we are not to say Man might have his mental 
nature from apes, but must have had. While the scientist 
ignores God, the F.C. cleric stands smiling by. Thus 
Professor Drum mond teaches the dethronement of God and 
the exaltation of the gorilla. We progress. 


Infants Simulating. 


Simulation is a form of hypocrisy, and no infant is cap- 
able of deceit, yet Professor Drummond runs such literary 
sweepings as the following :— 
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p. 164. ‘If the mind of the infant had been evolved, and that 
not from primeval Man, but from some more ancient animal, it 
could not to more perfection have s¢muated the appearance of hav- 
ing so come.” 


Tell a Dowanhill mamma that her baby charmingly 
imitates its jungle ancestor! As he is ascholar, why abuse 
language? Perhaps he saw his case was gone if he fairly 
used it. From the scholastic stand-point he may be said 
to offer many base coins, but they all possess one taking 
quality—they glitter. 


Psychological Error. 


On the same page he sports this wretched pejoritive :— 


*¢ Mind, in Man, does not start into being fully ripe. It dawns; 
it grows ; it mellows ; zt decays,” 

Let me deny its decay. The mind acts through the 
body, the former immortal, the latter subject to decay. 
The violinist may be unable to discourse sweetly be- 
cause his instrument is out of order. The body is the 
instrument of the mind. Most of our judges, generals, 
politicians, are aged. If this were correct we should not 
hear of Bismarck, Gladstone, ‘Crispi, Leo, XIII, and 
thousands of aged yet superior men. 


More Senility. 


Judged by his own standard, Professor Drummond must 
be up among the nineties. He endorses— 

p. 172. ‘Just as consciousness is slowly evolved out of vegetative 
life so is it, through the infirmities of old age, the gradual approach 
of death, and in advanced mental disease, again resolved into it.” 

So then we are sufficiently advanced to vary ‘ Dust 
thou art and to dust shalt thou return,” to vegetables we 
were and to vegetables we go. To confess, now I’m 70 I 
feel I’m going not to the dogs but to the napes. A scientist 
tells me that consciousness is of vegetable origin; however 
Gerwan he may be I laugh at him, and advise him that 
nothing is conscious but a person, and persons rarely grow 
out of vegetables. Such men should be talked to in their 
lucid intervals. 
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He Knows his Subject. 


p.179. §‘ Even when the hour came that savage vied with savage 
in putting the finest polish on his flints, his inspiration probably 
came from Nature.” 

Professor Drummond must have mankind savages though 
it is irrational and anti-biblical, still probably there is infor- 
mation in that peradventure savages were inspired by 
Nature. The inspiration of the Almighty is vilely cast 
away, and an imaginary being takes his place. Read Job 
xxxll, 8. Howbeit Elihu was a religious man. 


The Memory of the Aged Fails. 


On p. 134 he wrote about men waiting a million years for 
scientific eyes. The chronology of ‘‘ The Ascent of Man” 
runs thus :—60,000 years men were savages, 6,000 civilized ; 
thereafter this is written, only 47 pages farther on :— 

p. 181. ‘* The world is getting old, but the traveller who cares to 
follow the daybreak of Mind can almost do so still.” 

I ask no attention to the absurdity of that almost—how 
much value men attach to almost going to be—but to ask the 
reader to wonder how a Professor could on » 101 call the 
world old (only 66,000 years), while on p. 134 he assumes 
it lasting 1,000,000 years + ! ) 


This is how the Savage was Made, 


On pages 242-243 Professor Drummond amazes his reader 
thus :— 

‘‘ This is how the early savage lived, and this is how he wag 
made.” 

Reading that I said, “ Ah, Long, now comes the grand 
secret of science.” Reading on I came to— 

‘“‘He has slowly emerged from the brute existence, and entering 
a path where the possibilities of development are infinite has been 
pushed on from stage to stage without premeditation until he arrived 
at that further height where there were added those incitements of 
conscious ideals which completed the work of creating him a Man,” 


I am not a Professor, but profess to show that paragraph 


contains impossibilites and contradictions. Reader be con- 
stituted judge. ‘“‘ Man has slowly emerged from the brute.” 
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If so he ought tc have said—The brute slowly emerged into 
the man, else he makes him a man before he is one. Again, 
think of any animal; must it not be either brute or man at 
any instant? How then gradually become human? Besides 
this he contradicts his account (p. 360) of the gorillaess 
having a human baby up a tree. Take that tree as the 
standard by which we measure speed, and we say trees grow 
slowly, children are born suddenly ; ergo, according to Pro- 
fessor Drummond (p. 360) man suddenly appeared, but p. 
243 “he slowly emerges from the brute.” Then note well 
his speaking of the infinite possibilities of development. If 
so what may we be? Hence I claim he has stated an im- 
possibility, and followed it up by a contradiction of himself. 
Where I come from folks would say—Professor Drummond 
think! Heé only thinks he thinks. But he doubles his 
blunder by telling us that certain ideals and environments 
“completed the work of creating him a Man,” 2.¢., a process 
extending over thousands of years finished his creation. But 
acts of creation must be as sudden as resurrection or the 
manifestation of light, or the appearance of life, wherefore 
it is unthinkable that Omnipotence and Omniscience should 
need thousands of years to create man when He will raise 
all men in an atom of time. Beyond all this, his paragraph 
should commence with 7¢ and end with him; begin with the 
brute and close with man. Reader, glance at his paragraph 
that was to clear away the mists from man’s origin and the 
mystery of humanity planting a foot on the earth. 


Apollo Strikes the Lyre. 


Happily for Glasgow one of its citizens knows not only 
the origin of man but that of music, and such is his altruism 
that we are not allowed to sit in biblical darkness. On p. 
250 :— 

“¢ The twang of the bow of the fighting savage suggested memories 
that were pleasant to his ear; he kept on twanging it and so made 
music. Because two bows twanged better than one, he twanged two 
bows ; then he made himself a two-stringed bow, ending witha 
# ten-stringed instrument.’ ” 


Moses claimed Jubal (connected with jubdilo: I rejoice, 


78 


whence jubilee: a time of rejoicing) as “the father of all 
who handle the harp and the organ,” and he was co-tempor- 
ary with Adam. But who would think of taking Moses as 
an authority when we can have a detailed account of the 
whole thing from Professor Drummond? The Greeks give 
the nymph Syrinx, the wind blowing through reeds, and 
Pan inventing the pandean pipes, as also Apollo finding the 
shell of a tortoise dried by the sun so that the nerves 
stretv-hed across like strings, which the god striking with 
his finger sweet sounds came forth, and following the sug- 
_ gestion he formed the lyre. But what do we care about. 
those mouldy ancients whether Hebrew or Greek? We 
shall run our son of St Mungo against the lot. 


The Origin of Virtue. 


Having told the origin of man and music our Professor is 
bursting to inform benighted ones how virtue originated. 


p. 252. ‘*So man slowly passed from the animal to the savage, so 
his mind was tamed, and strengthened, and brightened, and. - 
heightened ; so the sense of power grew strong, and so virtus, 2.€.. 
virtue, was born,” 


When a boy my master taught me thus:—Vir: a mam 
gives, virtue: manliness, the Romans applying it in a mili- 
tary and athletic sense, but Christians to goodness in a. 
moral sense. Now Professor Drummond’s man was human 
the moment he came from the brute, and being brave and 
strong was virtuous in the Roman sense ; when did he be- 
come virtuous in our sense? Surely the importance of the 
change asks for some trifling hint as to when this big birth 

came off and how. ‘‘ Passed from the animal to the savage !”” 
Seeing that even we are animals ought he not to have said 
brute? Having shown that brutes could not pass slowly into. 
men we let it pass for its full worth, but again ask attention. 
to this vicious composition—“ Man slowly passed from the 
animal to the savage” and then on to man, meaning brutes 
passed into savages and they into men, so ending with man, 
but he actually begins with him. Is that virtuous ? 
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Whoa took the Contract ? 


p. 255. ‘*The Evolution of Mankind was too great a thing to 
entrust to any uncertain hand.” 

How nice it would have been had Professor Drummond 
let us know whose estimate won the job. 


Caricatures the Decalogue. 
p. 257. ‘* The primary characteristic of protoplasm is Hunger, 
and this has dictated the first law of being—‘ Thou shalt eat.’” 
One would suppose there is no more need to command 
eating than there is seeing, hearing, or smelling, but Pro- 
fessor Drummond’s man don’t ascend for nothing, giving us 
many new ideas as he goes up. 


Murder and Cannibalism. 


Our author ignoring the divine arrangement of Eden must 
needs people the earth with an improvement upon 
Church and World, and this he does by covering the globe 
with murdering savages. The thought of a Scottish Reverend 
being an apologist for cannibal murderers, actually preferring 
a Pandemonium to Paradise, is little short of incredible. 

p. 260. ‘* As to the manner of death it is generally sudden. As 
to the fact of death, all animals must die. As to the meaning of an 
existence prematurely closed, zt 7s better to be, tobe eaten than not to be at 
all, And as to the last result, itis better to be eaten out of the 
world, and, dying, help another to live, than pollute the world by 
lingering decay.” 

I am in my seventieth year and, as the Yankees say, have 
read some, but give my word of honour that is the most re- 
pulsive paragraph I have yet read. To think it was penred 
and revised two years before published, the author being a 
Christian Teacher, involves horrors that I do not venture to 
hint at, much less to characterise. But, to analysis, That 
' first sentence means the weaker or less wary savage had his 
skull smashed by stone orclub. ‘All animals must die,” is 
astupid statement as it implies—such being the case how we 
die is of no consequence. But as I showed Professor 
Drummond’s use of million revealed secret repudiation of 
the prophetic scheme, so I shall show by this sentence, It 
is wicked inasmuch as it contradicts Paul’s blessed ‘ We 
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shall not all sleep.” It is unscientific, for if true all animals, 
men included, must go on breeding and dying for ever and 
ever. Now there is a concensus among savants that such 
cannot be the case. Think of a sentence like, Better to be 
(in order) to be eaten than not to be a dumb savage murdered 
and cannibalised (perhaps a woman or child) than not to 
have been born. I would rather lose my sight than have it 
at the cost of fathering that sentence, enough to make a 
demon shudder. Think of not even sparrows falling to the 
ground without the will of our Father, while this cannibal — 
offspring murder in order to live. Had Moses told us that 
when Cain slew Abel he ate him, how distressing it would 
be to look ata Bible. The idea of its being better to be 
brained and cooked so as to help your murderer to live is 
revolting to a degree. The last part of the paragraph is as 
silly as it is sinful, and that issaying much. ‘Than pollute 
the world by lingering decay.” On first perusal I thought 
Professor Drummond taught better be eaten than the corpse 
lie stinking on the ground, but saw that then the word world 
would be earth, aud lingering can, only apply to one who 
longs to die, who seeks death by desire ; whence I was driven 
to see that he means, Better be killed quickly than suffer a 
prolonged illness, which is shockingly immoral. Assuming 
then we have his meaning, who can see what is meant by 
polluting the world? Can it refer to contagious diseases ? 
I leave it with unsimulated disgust. I have lived too long, 
for I have lived to see a Christian Cleric, yea, a Teacher of 
the Clergy, write sentiments that make men shudder, and 
yet this is approved of by thousands of believers, Alas for 
the times! And this is progress ! 


Fighting Fitness. 


The foregone is not of “The Ascent of Man” by in: 
advertence, but of the very substance of the work. Hence, 
only 7 pages further, viz., 267, we get another horrifying 
glance at the Drummondite world which some actually prefer 
to the Mosaic. That historian shows the first men were 
ploughmen, shepherds, city-builders or tent-dwellers. Com- 
pare that world of Moses with this of Drummond. 
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‘* Fitness in the stormy days of the world’s animal youth was 
aecessarily fighting-fitness ; no higher end was present anywhere 
than simply to gain for life a footing in the world, and perfect it to 
the highest physical form.” 

Pray N.B. that necessarily. God had as His offspring 
those who were and could be nothing else than murderers. 


War Eulogised. 

p. 269. ‘* War was the foster-mother of civilization, the patron 
of the heroic virtues, the purifier of societies, the solidifier of states.” 

Moses gives the beginning of war in the time of Abraham, 
but civilization was long anterior to that: how then could 
war be its parent? If it solidifies states, those states must 
previously have been organised so that war could not occupy 
the position assigned. Whata handle for the infidel! God 
represented as making man in such form that he must pass 
through cannibalism and blood before he could even be 
civilized. Believing that, who can sing or say, “Thou art 
worthy Lord God Almighty ?” 


Temple without Deity. 


Professor Drummond on p. 275 utters the following 
coherent absurdities : 

“We now opena wholly new, and by far the most important, 
chapter in the Evolution of Man. Up to this time we have found 
for him a Body, and the rudiments of Mind. But Man is not a 
Body, nora Mind. The temple still awaits its final tenant—the 
higher human soul.” 

Hereitis pertinent to ask how he could be man without soul ? 
And again, would entry of a soul constitute that body into a 
temple? The idea of peopling the world with bodies and the 
mere rudiments of mind and calling them men, when a man 
can only be that if body, soul, and spirit. On the next page 
he says : 

‘* Till Ze is equipped with these, Man is not human.” 


Then term the creature it, not he. 


Love. 


Professor Drummond also utters his characteristic average 
about love. 
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276. ‘Its roots began to grow with the first cell of life which 
peddea on this earth.” 

Bear in mind such a cell would be no bigger than a dew 
drop. He might tell us a story of the animalculum that was 
crossed in love. I refuse to confuse animalism, instinct, or 
lust with love, which is of God. What says Professor 
Drummond. 

p. 277. ‘*For the Evolution of Love is a piece of pure Science. 
Love does not descend out of the clouds, like rain or snow. It was 
distilled on earth.” 

He looks beneath for it, we above—he derives it from 
matter, earth, animals, and so teaches unadulterated 
materialism. 


‘It is a Love Story. 


Having taught that men were savages and murderers with- 
out speech for 60,000 years, added to the history of the last 
6,000, and we know somewhat of the wars of those dreadful 
millennia, and at current time our newspapers are crammed 
with horrors, yet he actually terms that blood-stained record, 
taking his view, a love story. He insults common-sense. 
As wise to say; There is no difference between the amenity 
of a surgeon’s dissecting room and a lady’s bower. 


Altruism. 

p. 201. ‘ From Self-ism to Other-ism is the supreme transition 
of history.” 

When the word is so used all receive it in the sense of 
national history, not biography, personal history. Now, 
taking other-ism to mean love of others, I deny that any 
nation has been governed on the principles of love. As well 
say the drapers sell flannel for the love of keeping folks 
warm. Nay, I deny that any man but One acted out other- 
ism and that not occasionally but constantly. 


Selfishness. 


Judged by his book, Professor Drummond does not know 
what selfishness is. 1 show from 


p. 203. _** The two main activities of all living things are Nutri- 
tion and Reproduction. The discharge of these functions in plants, 


83 


and largely in animals, sums up the work of life.. The object of 
Nutrition is to secure the life of the individual; the object of Re- 
production is to secure the life of the Species. | These two objects. 
are thus wholly different. The first has a purely persona/ end; its 
attention is turned inwards ; it exists only for the present. The 
second in a greater or less degree is impersonal ; its attention is. 
turned outwards; it lives for the future, One of these objects in 
other words is Self-regarding ; the other is Other-regarding. Of 
course at the outset both are wholly selfish.” 


How unscholarly to speak of plants and animals in the: 
same terms that we doofmen and women. “ The first has a. 
personal end,” where there are no persons and no ends in. 
view. “Its attention is turned,” think of the attention of 
apples and oranges. ‘‘ Both are selfish,” is drivel as there 
can be no selfishness save that of a person sacrificing the 
interests of another to his own. All this is to prepare us to 
think there is more love in reproduction than in nutrition. 


As well point to a horse and say, All the love in that horse 
is in its offside, 


Elective Affinity. 


Many a man has been adjuged a lunatic who gave less: 
evidence of mental aberration that Professor Drummond on 
p. 207. ‘* The comparative history of evolution leads us back 


very clearly to the oldest and simplest source of love, to the elective 
affinity of two different cells.” 


This would be no more than two stars in a basin of broth 


running together, and he dignifies that by the name, so great, 
of love! 


A Cell in Distress. 


That contemptible travesty cf science is kept up in this 
ridiculous manner : 

p. 209, ‘‘If the cell divides what has saved its life? Self- 
sacrifice.” 

The cell does not divide but is divided. And how can 
there be self-sacrifice when there is no self to sacrifice ? 
Who would term a cell and its contents self except a special 


pleader holding a brief for Development, and sold to pull it 
through at all hazards 3 
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The Eternal Sacrifice of Maternity, 


To bring out in high relief this wretched dogma, Professor 
Drummond dances on the edge of the chasms blasphemy and 
absurdity, ¢.7., 

p. 292, ‘*No one reverences a flower like the biologist. Hesees 
in its bloom the blush of the young mother ; in its fading the eternal 
sacrifice of Maternity.” 

As mothers could not be till far on in the world’s history 
how make an eternal anything when that means unbeginning, | 
unending % 


The Condescension of Insects and Authors. 


Think of a Scottish Professor degrading his chair by 
writing such rubbish as: 

p. 802. ** Many flowers are so small and inconspicuous that 
insects might not condescend to notice them.” 

Perhaps after all it might not be hauteur that prevented 
recognition, but the fact of being inconspicuous, a grand 
word for invisible. The poor insects were not to be blamed. 


The Hyena in Love. 


p. 305. ‘‘ Except felines the most of dominant mammals live in 
herds—the elephant for instance, the buffalo, deer, antelope, wild- 
goat, sheep, wolf, jackal, reindeer, heppopotamus, zebra, hyena, and 
seal, Cases exist where the sociability may not be referable to this 
function ; but in most the chief Co-operations are centred in Love.” 

My old master taught me that I should call such brutes 
not social but simply gregarious. Think of any sane person 
presenting a menagerie and telling the spectator it is a Co- 
operative affair, and associate such animals with the sacred 
word love! 


Man’s Hatred of Man. 


After presenting his Co-operative menagerie with the dear 
creatures in a ferment of cupidity, he speaks of man (viz.) 
thus :— 

‘¢ Picture the primitive Man; his fear of other primitive Men; 
his hatred of them; his unsociability ; his isolation,” 


Why the hyena was highly respectable compared with him. 
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Information for the People. 


p. 329. ‘* Male and female never have been the same, and never 
will be.”’ 

Personally I enjoyed that because I had the notion they 
had been the same, and might once more so be. Then he 
Says : 

‘* They are different in origin, and have travelled to their destin- 
ations by different routes, having had different ends in view.’”” 

Would you not think he speaks of a married couple ? 
Imagine sexuality having different ends in view! How 
can anything but a person so have ? 


‘*Humanity is Born.” 


Seeing humanity is an idea, a principle, how could it have: 
birth as we? That adorns p. 332, but on the next leaf he. 
waxes, if possible, more absurd. 

‘‘ The result is that a Auman child is born into the world.” 

Having spoken of belluine offspring as children, he is 
compelled as a penalty to record more silliness. 


Driven off the Field. 


p. 339. ‘A mother who did not care for her children would have 
feeble and sickly children. And the day of reckoning would come 
when they would be driven off the field by a hardier, that is a. 
better-mothered race.” 

Is that tiue to history? Try it by observation. Compare 
a slum with a terrace. Which has the most children } 


‘‘like a Tree.” 


Our author teaches on materialistic lines. Allis growth. 
Thus we read: 

p. 340. ‘‘It has long been perceived that society is an organism: 
which has grown like a tree.” 

That statement does not fit Moses, Drummond, nor. 
common-sense. Not J. who begins history with a perfect 
man and woman. It is equally unsuitable for D. seeing that. 
there must have been many men before they could be organ- 
ised into a community. A tree is stable, continuous as to. 
growth until it decays. Society goes through fluctuations, 
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‘revolutions, &c., one portion of it advancing, another de- 
grading. The analogy between society and tree don’t score. 


The Motherhood of Trees, 


Authors who, in presenting their works, are driven to 
-abuse of language, use words with a power we instantly 
perceive is not only unusual but unfair, virtually allow their 
-client is guilty. Reader, glance at 

p. 344. ‘* The flowering tree elaborates a seed, or nut, or fruit, 
“with infinite precaution, surrounding the embyro with coat after coat 

of protective substance, and storing around it the richest foods for 
its future use. And rudimentary though the manifestation be, 
-when we remember that this is not an incident in thetrees’ life, but 
-its whole blossom and crown, it is impossible but to think of this 
solicitude and Motherhood together.” 

Think of the precautions of a tree, its solicitude for its 
-offspring, its motherhood. Many a mother in the flesh falls 
-short of this model. Some reader may think the wood is 
-not all in the model. 


Life of no Duration. 
p. 846. ‘*The moment of birth with the Ephemeridee is also the 
smoment of death.” 
I was taught that certain gnats found on French rivers 
were called ephemeride, from hemera: a day, being hatched 
in the morning, perfected, aged and dying by the evening. 
“I am now taught they are hatched and die the same moment. 


Love if One. 


In accounting for the love of a mother, Professor 
“Drummond rambles and reasons thus : 


‘¢ The herring and the cod give birth to a million ova, the frog 
spawns eggs by the thousand, and most of the creatures at and 
~ below that level in a like degree. Then comes a gradual change. 
When we pass on to reptiles, the figures fall into hundreds. On 
reaching the birds, the young are to be counted by tens or units. 
In the highest of the mammals the rule is one. This bringing 
. down of the numbers is a remarkable circumstance. It means the 
. calling in of a diffused care, to focus it upon one, and concentrate 
- it into Love.” 


There is enough truth, yet hardly, to make the case 
presentable. Love has nothing to do with the multiplication 
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table. A bitch will be as much attached to five pups as to 
one, but neither is its feeling towards five or one to be 
designated love. That can only exist in relation to persons, 
God, angels, men, to confuse that glorious principle with 
animal instinct is ignorance and obstinacy with an object. 
Professor Drummond being right, love is condensed instinct. 


Nature has an Object in View. 


p. 354. ‘* Nature is working not aimlessly, not even mysteriously, 
but in a specific direction ; ‘iat somehow the idea of Mothers is in 
her mind, and that she is ¢vyi7g to draw closer and closer the bonds 
which are to unite the children of men.” 

Who can but condemn this speaking of the Arranger of 
all life thus. Nature is God or a principle, how apply to 


Him, or it—such language? Can He struggle? Can it? 
“The Fifth Commandment 


was thrust upon the early world under penalties.” 


Imagine extending Sinai to midges and animals so small 
as to be hardly visible! The commandments certainly tell 
the duty of all men, but were not given to all men, but to 
the Church, the supposition is Heaven keeps up no com- 
munication with rebels; hence there is no message sent to 
the fallen angels, and as to preaching in Hell, it is too silly 
to waste words upon. Then by what justifiable form of 
language does Professor Drummond extend the Divine 
message to the lowest forms of animal existence. This is 
worse than casting the children’s bread to the dogs, con- 
necting the commandments with infusoria. That may be 


found at ~. 355. 
The Twin Baby Monkey. 


This wretched book goes on and on with the same 
monotonous drivel given off at intervals, between which 
comes a simulation of science. That this is not too severe is 
seen by glancing at 

p. 361. “Watch ¢wo of the highest organisms during their 


earliest youth, and observe the striking contrast in the time they 
are made to remain at their Mother’s side, The first is a human 
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infant; the second, born, let us suppose, on the same day, isa baby 
monkey. Ina few days or weeks the baby monkey is almost able. 
to leave its mother. Already it can climb, and eat, and chatter like 
its parents; and in a few weeks is as independent cf them as the 
winged seed is of the parent tree. Meantime, and for months, its 
little twin is unable to feed, clothe, or protect itself; it is a mere 
semi-unconscious chattel, a sprawling ball of helplessness, the 
world’s one type of impotence. The body is there in all its parts, 
bone for bone, and muscle for muscle like the other.” . 
Who can tell from that narrative but that one creature 
was mother to both? At the very least it equalises the 
gorilla and the woman. Do anatomizers say that man and 
monkey coincide as to bone structure? And then do 
Physiologists say they answer muscle to muscle? The 
paragraph is a bold effort to degrade human beings by 
making appear they are identical with beasts. The war cry 
of Professor Drummond is—Down with humanity but up 
with mere animality. The man is hopelessly introverted. 


Love Cometh Whence ? 


p. 391. “Among savages the phenomenon confronts us of wed- 
ded life without love. Love is no necessary ingredient of the sex 
relation ; itis not an outgrowth of passion. ove is love, and has — 
always been love, and has never been anything lower, Whence then 
came it? If neither the Husband nor the Wife bestowed the gift— 
Who did? It was a Little Child.” 


I was truly grateful for the startling information ‘ Love 
is love.” This theory is absolutely worthless even on his 
own showing. MHashe not filled the world for 60,000 years 
with dumb savages? And had they no little children ? 
Look around and see that the police have to protect such 
from their unnatural! parents. [acts stamp out those wild 
theories. 


Another God Whom our Fathers Knew Not. 


p. 411. ‘*It was reserved for Evolution to make the final revela- 
tion of the unity of the world, to comprehend everything by one 
great end. Its omnipresent eye saw every phenomenon and every 
law.” 

Whether the absurdity or the blasphemy exceeds who can 
tell? I never before heard of anything pertaining to the 
Omniscient being called its, 
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What is the Source of all Things ? 


p. 419. ‘* There is only one source of everything in the world. 
They come from the same source as the Carbonic Acid Gas, the 
Oxygen, the Nitrogen, and the Vapour of water.” 


The Thaumaturgus. 


On pages 426-7-8 we meet the word God fifteen times, 
and naturally look for something intensely religious, but to 
our disgust find this :— 

p. 427-8. ‘*If God is only to be left to the gaps in our knowledge, 
where shall we be when these are filled up? And if they are never 
to be filled up, is God only to be found in the disorders of the world ? 
Those yielding to the temptation to reserve a point here and there 
for special divine interposition are apt to forget this virtually ex- 
cludes God from the rest of the process. If God appears periodically, 
He disappears so too. lf He comes upon the scene at special crises, 
He is absent from the scene in the intervals. Whether is all God or 
occasional God the nobler theory? Positively the idea of an 
immanent God, which is the God of Evolution, is infinitely grander 
than the occasional wonder-worker, who is the God of an old 


theology.” 

As to those gaps—who denies such are? Nay, they must 
exist forever with all intelligences sava the Omniscient. Nor 
does it then follow He is found only in disorder, He being 
omnipresent. Jesus says ‘ My Father worketh hitherto and 
I work.” God is the Sabbath but has no Sabbath. But 
that is not exclusive of the fact that He is not always 
equally manifested though equally present. In this book - 
the violations of common-sense are numerous to shame, but 
few are more flaring and unfair than “ If He comes upon the 
scene at special crises, He is absent from the scene in the 
intervals.” Did He not come on the scene clothed in judicial 
robes at the Tower of Babel and the Destruction of the 
Pentapolis? But did He absent Himself from the one crisis 
to the other? ‘If He comes on the scene ” is unfairly put, 
for should He not manifest Himself seeing that He is always on 
the scene. ‘The question ‘‘ Whether is all God or occasional 
God the nobler theory?” assumes that some sane divine 
holds the theory of «n occasional God. Christians have no 
shame in believing that God is a wender-worker (thauma- 
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turgus). Nor is this a part of an old theology. I recognise 
no system as old until it is shown to be untrue. Is it not 
more modest and becoming our status to say we do not 
know than to assert we know when we merely fancy we 
know, and all staid thinkers see we do not, 


~ 


Internal Drummondite Conflicts. 
p. 429. ‘‘Love is the final result of Evolution.” 


But we saw Professor Drummond condense it into a 
minute cell (py. 276), whereafter he swarmed the globe with 
cannibals for 60,000 years when love was unknown, and 
said— 

p. 176. ‘Evolution is by no means synonymous with uninter- 
rupted progress, but at every turn means relapse, extinction, and 
decay.” 

Where then is the warranty for evolution resulting in 
love? Make it a growth and you bring it down to instinct, 
mere animalism, materialising. Matter can only produce 
matter, but love is of spirit. 


“Matter cannot Progress.” 


Thus saith Professor Drummond (p. 429), but p. 147 
tells another tale. : 

“The moment an organism was reached through which Thought 
was possible, nothing more was required.” 

Then it was required of matter in its primordial condition 
that it should develop into the high organisation of homo. 
If language has definite meanings that is progress and of 
matter. 


Men not Responsible. 


Some say Fatalism takes away responsibility, resolving 
men into machines, but equally does Drummondism utterly 
destroy amenability. Judge it by p, 439. 

‘‘1n protoplasm itself we saw start two great currents which by 


their action and re-action, as selfishness and unselfishness, were to 
supply in ever accentuating clearness the conditions of moral life.” 
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How despicable to connect protoplasm, mere sea jelly, with 
selfishness, as well conjoin philanthropy and oysters. Bat 
say it is even so, it then follows that our life is regulated 
not by will or affections but by these primal currents now 
perfected. Professor Drummond calls that ‘ moral life” 
when he should have said material growth, 


How Professor Drummond Punishes Sceptics. 


Conscious that Infidels would make capital out of his 
anti-Biblical work he gives scepticism its quietus by talk of 
this sort :— 

: p. 431. ‘Man has lived because he loved, and that he lives to 
ove.» 

Alam was made becaus3 he loved. The utter absurdity 
of living because of loving, as though he could love before 
living. ‘“ He lives to love.” Is that true on his own show- 
ing? historically t as presenting the condition of mankind ¢ 
according to my readers’ experience? He would have been 
nearer the bull’s eye had he said—He loves to live, 


Pantheism Clearly Enunciated. 


p. 436. ‘The aspiration in mind and heart is but the evolution- 
ary tendency of the universe becoming conscious,” 


How can this thing be except pantheistically ? Surely the 
universe is waterial, and how can material become conscious ! 
Professor Drummond was on the Verge of 
Despair. 


After speaking of Galileo proving the world moves he 
tells us that Darwin discovered a grander, wider, more 
sublime movement. 


p. 436. ‘*The discovery of a second motion in the earth has come 
into the world of thought only in time to save it from despair.» 


The English of that is Christ by His gospel could not 
save men from despair—it took Darwin to do that. 
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Drummondite Catechism (or Evolution) ? 


In the last five pages of his woik Professor Drummond 
uses the word Christian or Christianity 23 times, but in the: 
entire book Christ is unnamed for obvious reasons. -_ Christ. 
on Drtmmond principles could only come by natural growth. 
Thus 

p. 430. ‘‘ Up to this time no word has been spoken to reconcil€ 
Christianity with Evolution, or Evolution with Christianity. And 
why? Because the two are one. What is Evolution?—A method 
of creation. What is its object?—To make more perfect living. 
beings. What is Christianity ?—A method of creation, What is. 
its object ?— To make more perfect living beings. Through what 
does Evolution work ?—Through love, Evolution and Christianity 
have the same Author, the same end, the same spirit. There is no: 
rivalry between these processes. Christianity struck into Evolution 
with no noise, &c.”’ 

Enough of that rubbish. To the analysis we ask atten- 
tion. Professor Drummond says Christianity and evolution 
are one, and adds evolution is a method of creation. Now 
no one but One knows how that One created; yet we do 
know it was not by evolution. How could evolution form 
metals, gases, life, &c.4 Creation was not a process, for 
everything that was created was created instantly. I defy 
man’s wit to conceive of gradual creation. Each part of 
creation was fashioned as the resurrection body will be, viz.,. 
in an atom of time. Nothing can have an object but a per- 
son, and yet he says ‘‘ What is 7s object?” His answer is 
equally silly, “ To make mcvre perfect living beings.” I was 
taught before he was born that perfect does not allow of an 
adjective. He then says Christianity has the same object. 
Seeing that Christianity is a system, how can a system have 
objects? Had he said Christ we could see sense. Was it 
Christ’s object to make more perfect beings, or to save men 
from sin and its penalty? He does not mention sin, for no- 
sin can be on Drummond’s lines, He says ‘‘ Evolution works. 
through Love.” More perfect nonsense never was read. 
“ Evolution and Christianity have the same Author.” As. 
Christ is the author of Christianity He must also be of evo- 
lution— author of an improved hypothesis. How Professor 
Drummond honours his Lord. When so foolish a paragraph 
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soiled his paper he addel (hard to believe) a more impossible 
one. Speaking of Christianity he says “‘J¢ adopted Man’s 
body.” The idea of ¢f adopting a body! Bat man was 
‘adopted thousands of years before the Christian Era. Oh! 


‘Let us send a deputation and ask him to adopt gumption— 
common-sense. 


Newspapers Might Teach Him Better. 


p. 440. ‘A religion which is Love, and a Nature which is Love, 
ean never but be one.” 

Nature being love is goody-goody gone flabby. Are 
there no typhoons, cyclones, blizzards, vo'canoes, earth- 
quakes, mine explosions, sharks, tigers, venomous reptiles, 
cancers, consumptions, fits, idiots, maniacs ? 


Professor Drummond's Peroration. 


We have now waded through this distressing book—come 
to its apocalyptic parts, reached what the Irishman 
calls his ‘ periocean,” got through 444 pages with sorrow 
and shame—sorrow that a disciple of Jesus could so write, 
shame that a Scottish Professor could so dishonour his 
great country by sending forth to the world such a 
caricature of science, and such an abortion of scholarship. 
I now ask attention to its last words, and after their brief 
analysis will ring for the fall of the black curtain. 

‘Evolution always attains ; always rounds off zts work. Jt spent 
an eternity over the earth, but finished 7t. J¢struggled for millennia 
to bring the Vegetable Kingdom to the Flowering Piants, and 
attained. In the Animal Kingdom 7¢ never paused until the possi- 
bilities of organization were exhausted in the Mammalia. Kindled 
by this past, Man may surely say ‘I shall arrive.’ The succession 
cannot break. The Further Evolution must go on, the higher 
Kingdom come—first the blade, where we are to-day ; then the ear, 
where we shall be to-morrow ; then the full corn in the ear, which 
awaits our children’s children, and which we live to hasten.” 

That is indefinite fizz trying to become sublime. Let us 
think. Those fiveifs. Jtresolves itself ultimately into God, 
‘but He must be clothed with the garments of evolution 
before made to grind in the mill struggled. Who, that? A 
principle cannot struggle, nor can a system, nothing less 
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than a person. How long did that person struggle? 
‘Spent an eternity over the earth, struggled for millennia.” 
If I must either have the 1ustics’ notion—God wrought like 
a carpenter twelve hours daily and took the Sunday to 
rest in, or take the Professor Drummond chronology I shall 
ruralise. But no trained Christian thinker adopts either 
of these God dishonouring theories. Of course this para- 
graph is a clear repudiation of John’s “‘ I saw a new heaven 
and a new earth.” He allows i¢ was millennia at work, 
struggling on, but allows of no Millennium. There is to be 

a Higher Kingdon, but that will be brought about by more 
growth, our old friend i taking another turn at the wheel. 

Some folks say the Book of Revelation tantalises by its 
fringe of fog, but there is no fog there compared with p. 144 
of “The Ascent of Man.” Howbeit, as usual, the author 
varies haze with error: “ The possibilities of organization 
were exhausted in the Mammalia.” Is not the resurrection 
body superior thereto? and does that come by it? Every 
hae and idiot shall then have a body superior to all men 
have ever seen save One. But this is ignored for the drivel 
‘T shall arrive,” not telling where, at what, or when, Jesus 
says ‘The Scripture cannot be broken ;” Professor Drum- 
mond says “The succession cannot break.” What succession ? 
Beautifully evasive. The smith might as well hammer a 
ghost on his anvil as a thinker attack these hazy generali- 
ties. I was taught when a boy to say ‘“ Our Father, thy 
kingdom come,” and so Professor Drummond finishes off 
with this grandiose Janguage—distance makes him speak— 
‘The Further Evolution must go on, the Higher Kingdom 
come.” He means poor old 7 shall go “toiling on, toiling 
on,” never to knock off till the Higher Kingdom comes. 
But is it not cruel of the author not to give some inkling 
of its nature? So he does—it is blade and ear—a growth,, 
whereas ours is A New Creation ; his comes up (ascent), 
ours down (descent). ‘“Isaw the new Jerusalem descend- 
ing from God out of Heaven.” I greatly admired a mirage: 
in the Egyptian desert, I see another in the bewilderness of 
Drummondism, where also I descry with horror tke Upas. 
tree of mad rationalism preferred to the Tree of Life, whose 
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very leaves are for the healing the wounds and vanishing 
the woes of nations—reason agee preferred to revelation 
direct and sweet. I, a private in : Christ's sacramental army, 
accuse my officer of desertion from the camp of the saints 
while the last battle is raging. I have fought the Secular- 
ists above forty years, and was filled with indignation when 
their joy over this book was made known to me. In spite 
of defections and desertions we have the guarantee of 
victory in our 


Geach IOAN JS US; 


The Anti-Scriptural Nature of ‘* The Ascent 
of Man.” 


Fully recognising accountability to the Lord of life for my 
life, I deliberately term this the most opposed to revelation 
of all the books I have perused during the lastten years. God 
is repeatedly named, but the Lord God Omnipotent is con- 
tinually ignored therein. Nature supplants the Super- 
natural, and growth is insisted upon as superior to instant 
creation. Moses commences with Eden, Adam, Ive, 
marriage, moral law, sin, sacrifice, covenant, whereout grows 
the economy under which men live. The Professor derives 
savage from monkeys, and these brute-begotten cannibals 
knew nothing of God, worship, moral law, or aught that 
raised man above being a bi-mammal-bi-pedal brute. And 
he dares to run that horrible world for 60,000 years and 
coolly prefer it to the Mosaic account! Still holding pro- 
fessed union with a loudly professing church he cozld 
not explicitly repudiate the Bible, could not strike it with 
the naked fist, but severely punishes it, according to his 
school of thought, by putting on ‘evolution gloves. "He is to 
be complimented upon never mentioning sin, angel, regener- 
ation, Adam, Eve, Christ, resurrection, because these can 
have no place in his system. If it be said in a book of 
science you have no right to look for such words—we reply 
Book of science ! it is no more that than the whistling of a 
ploughboy is an oratorio, I know science when I see it, but 
when I see it I leave it alone, save as to enjoyment, precis:ly 
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because this is not scientific that I gave some form of reply 
to the work. And now let us cull a few out of many 
instances contained in the book itself, showing its veiled 
antagonism to the abiding word when we have said as 
follows :— 

So far as my knowledge of the Orthodox Party goes I in- 
cline to hold Professor Drummond, may be again received 
into favour upon repudiation of his horrid ‘ Yankee 
Astonisher,” and lengthened course of contrition were it not 
for hiis complete antagonism to the Catholic Church in 
repelling the Doctrine of the Fall which, with all denomin- 
ations save Unitarians, is looked upon as essential to any 
well-considered system of divinity. One of his fellow F.C. 
Professors is reported to have said :—‘' If Man fell his fall 
was upwards.” That theologic deliveranee is tantamount to 
saying: Man’s rebellion against his Maker was good. 
Logically he ought to panegyrize the Devil and his angels. 
It is hard to think of Gospel Ministers taking sides with the 
enemies of God, which we now behold. No Fall there can be 
neither personal restoration by New Birth, nor can there be 
a restitution of all things by New Creation, nora Judgment 
to come nor a Resurrection, first unto everlasting life, or last 
unto damnation. The Drummondite recognises growth by 
natural evolution not growth in grace as nothing of the kind 
was needed. On Drummond lines a man can no more sin 
than our gorilla ancestors, a man no more needing regener- 
ation than an ape. Of course his world is limited to this 
world, if penetrating into the beyond it can only be on 
Uuiversalistic lines. Seco: means I cut, whence section: a 
part cut off, seculum.: an age, a part of time, from which 
Secularists : men having solely to do with this age. ‘The 
Ascent of Man” is pure and simple secularism. 

p. 22, ‘And animal though she be, she rises to her task. And 
that hour, as she ministers to her young, becomes to the world the 
hour of its holiest birth.” 

Those she’s and her’s belong to a she gorilla. It verges 
on the diabolic to connect that wild beast with that holy birth 
which we ever associate with the blessed Virgin Mary. But 
in penning this horrific passage we presume his mind must 
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have been ill at ease; hence his blunder “ Animal though 
she be.” Who ever heard anything but an animal having 
young. Perhaps he shrunk from telling the truth by saying 
brute, for connecting brute with holiest would hardly do. 
He did it all the same. 

Think of the covenant promises Jehovah made as to the 
future of this world and a Christian Cleric writing : 


p.45. “In that new social order which the gathering might of 
the altruistic spirit is creating now around us, in that reign of Love 
which must one day, zf the course of Evolution holds on its way, be 


realized,” 

Some Christians would have given glory to the Renovat- 
ing Spirit and rejoiced in anticipation of promised peace to 
the world, but Professor Drummond suspends all on evolution 
holding on ifs way and then says: 


p. 176. ‘Evolution is not synonymous with uninterrupted pro- 
gress, but at every turn means relapse, extinction and decay.” 

Where, then, is the warrants for this promised reign of 
love? Had some fiend of Arabia urged the Israelities to 
cease following the Pillar of Fire and go after a mirage he 
would not have acted more sinfully. 

He mocks the God of Sinai when writing 


p. 62. Nature says ‘ Mind thyself,’ but adds, ‘Look not every 
man on his own things, but also on the things of others.’” 


Besides, his system terms keeping Nature's commandment 


egoism, selfishness, which is the darkness setting off the glory 
of altruism. 


ie 77. ‘Specialists can almost claim to have seen Man’s Body 
made.” 

So far Professor Drummond, but now for God. Ecce. xi. 
5— As thou knowest not how the bones grow in the womb 
of her that is with child : even so thou knowest not the works 
of God who maketh all.” Mark iv. 27—“As if a man 
should cast seed into the ground, and should sleep, and rise 
night and day, and the seed should spring and grow up, he 
knoweth not how.” Professor Drummond knows no more 
how man’s body is made than the cab-driver, nor do the 
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specialists. Until they can understand what life is how 
comprehend organic growth ? 

p. 84. ‘* Man is one of the newest yet (is) the oldest of created. 
things.” . 

If so, the angels are our juniors. 

Nothing in Bradlaugh’s “ National Reformer ” was more 
antagonistic to the Bible than is found Z. 96, but having 
asked attention thereto in another connection, I merely ask 
those who possess the book to compare it with Psalm cxxxix, 
1) and Jobex: 9510; 41. 

There are few believers who have not trembled with awe 
when reading their destined glory. “It doth not yet appear 
what we shall be ; but we know that when the Son shall 
appear we shall be like Him,” inside as to character, outside 
as to form. We made like the Son, who is like the Father. 
These dreadful evolutionists make that null and void by 
presenting the rise of all mankind by growth, no moral 
distinction between one man and another. But this is not 
my point—this is: God the Holy Ghost gives the sublime 
a:surance we shall be like Christ, and intellect can’t think 
of getting beyond the Last Adam ; Drummondites come in 
and tell us the climacteric point of humanity is reached not 
by being raised in Christ but by growth frem protoplasm 
to monkeys, and from them to men, and that organization 
can’t go farther, and a Christian cleric endorses their wicked 
statement though we point to ransomed man in his resur- 
rection beauty. : 


p. 126. ‘There will never be a higher Creature than Man.” 
Then Professor Drummond says of this quotation— 


‘*It is a daring prophecy, but every probability of science attests 
the likelihood of its fulfilment,” 


Now as man, there means only the natural man, it im- 
plies that the resurrection man is not greater than he. 
What right has Professor Drummond to term that error 
prophecy, for all prophecy is justified by the event. But 
Professor Drummond, as usual, throws in some of his 
characteristic blunders, ¢.g.: ‘Every probability of science 
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attests the likelihood, &c.” How can scientific probability 
attest? Science is knowledge. Perhaps is not science, 
But the Professor’s out-look for man, apart from the Bible: 

he now looks askance at, is truly awful. Evolution teaches. 
he will have a few years, and what then? Besides, scien- 

tific men say the North Pole was here and will be again 3. 
that the earth is growing old like the moon. What then’ 
becomes of the human race? Science knows not. Those 

two words probability and likelihood are not the twin sons of 
Scientia. 


p. 159. ‘*I am not prepared to say that there is a difference in: 
kind between the mind of man and the mind of a dog,” 


I read of my Lord: “ He was with the wild beasts.’” 
Amazing contrast with His being in the bosom of the- 
Father. Professor Drummond’s system ultimately derives 
the Perfect Man from the gorilla, and here allies His mind 
with that of a dog. How forbearing of Him standing that. 
from a professed disciple. 


p. 242. “ This is how the early savage lived, and this is how he: 
was made.” 


If that does not contradict the Mosaic statement, contradic- 
tion cannot ve given. 


p. 291. ‘* Watch this flower at work for a little and behold a. 
miracle.” 

Our Lord had said of the lilies ‘* They toil not, neither 
do they spin,” but Professor Drummond sets flowers to- 
work and calls their toil a miracle. To that we all agrees. 
But has not this same miracle a flavour of profanity about 
it. By what right does a Cleric call growth a miracle? 
When Professor Drummond wrote— 


p. 354. ‘The first human mother on record, seeing her first-borm 
son, exclaimed--‘ I have gotten a Man from the Lord.’”’ 


Why not name Eve and Cain? Because his system has. 
no place for them, he prefers the dumb cannibaless to Eve 
who talks, overturning his theory of language. In the. 
Professor Drummond system there is no marriage, for that. 
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‘is impossible unless you have the Adam and Eve relation- 
ship to start from ; the men and women lived promiscuously, 
and yet, so teaching, Professor Drummond says: — 


‘‘The apathy and estrangement between husband and wife in the 
-animal world is radical and universal.” 


The utmost these animals could do was to pair like spar- 
rows, and yet he uses the sacred terms husband and wife. 
He raises brutes and degrades men. The Bible teaches 
that God made man a moral being by the use of two trees. 


p. 399.“ From the inevitable relations of early Family Life, the 
“sense of Duty first dawned upon the world.” 


We thought it came full orbed from the Lord God to our 
mother and father in Eden. Nay, it dawned in the jungle. 
So far as I can see, the only schools of thought that can 
‘take pleasure in this shocking book are Deists, Socinians, 
‘Universalists, and eccentric thinkers of those types, but 
‘even they must not be scientific, or the shocks to their ad- 
vanced knowledge will be so many that pleasure will be 
minified down to disgust. And as for the orthodox, no 
man can allow this piece of lead to pass for minted silver. 
‘Think of a Cleric writing a book on God and man wherein 
the Fall, Sin and Saviour are quite ignored. If the theory 
of this book be sound there would be no room for repent- 
ance, as all we do is purely natural, hence when his 
primeval men go on murder and cannibal lines there can be 
no condemuation. Now man is the only animal that re- 
pents, and if I am asked what confutes this anti-Christian 
book my answer is a single word—repentance. How a 
Cleric can write on man and leave out the Model Man and 
‘the first man is simply incomprehensible. We know that 
in a professedly scientific work the ultimate worlds, Heaven 
and Hell, are not expected, but how can a Cleric write 
about God and man’s destiny without a hint as to the 
existence of those worlds? ‘The answer is, by a tension 
‘upon diseased imagimation, he conjured up a world where 
all is growth, and consequently there can be no logical 
standing for a final judgment with awards, nor can there be 
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any room for resurrection as that condemns death through 
sin. The book is, humanly speaking, bound to do mucl» 
harm, yet not all harm. One point of excellence about it 
is, this work illustrates the utter futility of trying to im- 
prove on the Bible. Man may safely be challenged to- 
think of any condition beyond those revealed by Providence 
and Spirit. Caged birds may sing, one more pleasingly 
than another, but the sweetest singer is caged ; man cam 
no more conceive of other worlds than he can make them. 
Professor Drummond obliges us by trying his hand at 
world-making, soared on Icarian wax wings, but, gettirg- 
into the regions of Hyper-Scientia, comes down with a. 
ridiculous splash into the Trans-Atlantic Lowellian Sea. 
There let him Jie. 
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